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Abstract 
 
 The current educational climate of increased accountability requires school principals to 
improve student learning for all students, implement national and state policies, maintain a 
positive culture, provide professional development, and supervise and evaluate faculty members. 
In order to improve learning in schools, education reform mandates have placed increased 
accountability on teachers and administrators. The overwhelming number of responsibilities 
placed on principals affects their ability to make sense of mandates and effective leadership 
practices. These challenging demands have transformed how effective leaders support 
professional development of faculty and monitor student growth benchmarks. 
 The purpose of this multi-site case study was to examine how central office 
administrators promote high school principals’ sensemaking of teacher evaluation systems that 
are focused on student growth, which assists them with implementing these evaluation reforms 
within their respective schools. This study, which included interviews, observations, and 
document analysis, examined how two high school principals from different public school 
districts in Illinois implemented the mandated changes to the teacher evaluation process through 
sensemaking. The purpose of this study was to examine how central office administrators 
promote high school principals’ sensemaking of teacher evaluation systems that are focused on 
student growth, which assists them with implementing these evaluation reforms within their 
respective schools. It was important to explore how central office administrators provided 
support systems for principals as they implemented changes to the teacher evaluation process, as 
mandated by Illinois legislation.  
 In the two case study sites, perspectives from the superintendent, central office 
administrators, the building principal, department chairs/division heads, union leaders, and 
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teachers were analyzed to have a clear understanding of principal sensemaking and whether the 
implementation process was effective. Data were collected through individual interviews with 
the superintendents, central office administrators, assistant principals and building principals. 
Also, data were collected through focus group interviews conducted with the department 
chairs/division heads and teachers. District- and building-level documents pertaining to the 
teacher evaluation process and philosophy were collected and analyzed. Observations at both 
sites related to teacher evaluation and professional development were conducted as a third source 
of data collection. The participants included the two superintendents, one Associate 
Superintendent for Human Resources, one Director of Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment, 
two principals, two assistant principals, three department chairs, two division heads, and nine 
teachers. Two of the nine teachers were union leaders within their district. The data collected 
from both districts’ teacher evaluation processes were analyzed across cases.  
 Findings confirmed that central office administrators in the two districts supported 
principal sensemaking of the new teacher evaluation mandates in various practices and behaviors 
to ensure that district evaluation policies were implemented effectively. Both districts 
implemented a dramatically different student growth component that met Illinois mandated 
requirements. One approach for student growth was an “all-in approach” that is monitored by 
central office administrators, while the other district required teachers to set up and monitor 
goals based on their individual student populations. The Forest District approach to teacher 
evaluation required individual teachers to monitor student learning goals and targets particular to 
their Professional Learning Community team and within their specific student population. The 
process was clearly communicated, with specific student performance goals tied to their 
summative evaluation. The River District evaluation process entailed district benchmarks that 
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determine whether all teachers in each high school of the district qualify for an excellent rating. 
The all-in approach did not require teachers to monitor individual student performance data and 
summative evaluations did not include student growth goals pertaining to an individual teacher’s 
class assignments. The all-in approach satisfied the state requirements and aligned with the 
state’s criteria for assessing schools.  
Principals supported the policies determined by their respective central office 
administrators and the Joint Committees from each district. The findings from this study suggest 
that effective principal sensemaking depends on communication, collaboration, and trust. All 
stakeholders from both districts communicated that there was initial trepidation and concern 
regarding the new mandates. However, after experiencing the pilot programs and nearly two 
years of implementation, an increased sense of confidence and trust that has developed between 
the high school principals and faculty in both districts. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 National education reform policies are premised on some assumptions about school and 
district leadership that are not fully supported by research. School improvement initiatives 
promoted by policymakers and educational reformers often are contradictory to what actually has 
been empirically proven to work in schools (Lytle, 2012). In this era of accountability, a 
consensus is forming about how school leaders’ actions affect school performance and the 
importance of learning-focused principals in promoting student learning gains in their schools. 
Two national reform initiatives, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and Race to the Top (RttT), have 
called for market-based strategies such as choice, charter schools, alternative teacher and 
principal training, and merit incentives to drive improvement (Lytle, 2012). These strategies are 
considered by some in the business community to promote corporate-style leadership; however, 
there is little evidence that supports these strategies or indicates that they can produce results that 
are greater than those afforded through more traditional approaches to school leadership (Lytle, 
2012).  
 In December 2015, President Barack Obama signed into law the Every Student Succeeds 
Act (ESSA), a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act that replaces 
NCLB (Dennis, 2017). NCLB primarily focused on testing and accountability, which largely 
stripped teachers of their autonomy and professional identity (Dennis, 2017). In contrast, ESSA 
narrows the role of the federal government and provides more state and district-led 
accountability, particularly with student testing (Darrow, 2016). As with test accountability, 
states and local school districts are responsible for deciding what supports and interventions are 
implemented at low-performing schools (Darrow, 2016). ESSA supports comprehensive literacy 
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instruction that includes an emphasis on continuous professional learning for teacher growth. 
ESSA has an attainable goal and a realistic opportunity, with the involvement of states and 
school districts, to support teachers and children in the teaching and learning of literacy. ESSA 
intends to develop and implement the practices and structures needed to ensure that every child 
does indeed succeed. 
Accountability in education has become nearly synonymous with student achievement 
testing, and as a result of these testing mandates, both teaching practices and the curricula 
offered for student learning have changed (Koyama, 2013). As the formal leaders of their 
schools, principals occupy a unique place in the school district organizational hierarchy, and they 
are often negotiating and making sense of multiple internal and external accountability policies 
and mediating the actions of diverse actors, both inside and outside of schools (Koyama, 2013). 
As accountability measures have become engrained within the educational rhetoric that situates 
schooling as the locus for increasing the economic competitiveness of the state, principals must 
interpret, act upon, and maneuver around federal, state, and district policies as they lead their 
schools (Koyama, 2013).  
Within the school learning environment, the principal’s effect on student learning is 
second only to that of teachers, and they play the most important role in ensuring that excellent 
teaching and learning practices occur in their schools (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). As learning 
leaders of their organizations, principals are expected to improve student achievement and 
promote improved teacher effectiveness as essential components of their job responsibilities. Just 
as teachers can benefit from their principals’ guidance in improving their performance, so too, 
can principals profit from feedback and support from their administrative supervisors as they 
learn and are coached to be more effective leaders of learning within their schools (Leithwood & 
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Mascall, 2008). As the stakes increase for principals, however, there is minimal research and 
understanding of how central office leaders support and develop the principal’s capacity to 
effectively lead. Undoubtedly, both school- and district-level leaders provide a critical bridge 
between most educational reform initiatives, which can promote student learning gains for all 
students (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). Although leadership comes from 
both formal and informal sources, by virtue of their formal authority, those in administrative 
appointments are best positioned to influence teaching and learning practices in schools. 
Improving the recruitment, training, evaluation, and professional development of teachers should 
be a significant priority and approach for school improvement. School improvement efforts can 
become more effective as research provides more robust understandings of how successful 
leaders make sense of and proactively respond to external policy initiatives and local needs and 
priorities (Leithwood et al., 2004). 
One critical component of the principal’s responsibilities is supervising and evaluating 
professional educators, with a goal to improve their practices. Yet, practitioners, researchers, and 
policymakers agree that teacher evaluation systems in most of the nation’s public school systems 
generally have been ineffective in improving teacher performance (Darling-Hammond, Amrein-
Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012). There is also a growing consensus that evidence of 
teacher contributions to student learning should be part of teacher evaluation systems (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2012). Teacher evaluation has been advocated by educational reform advocates 
in recent years as an important policy lever for increasing teacher effectiveness (Donaldson, 
2013). However, only 26% of teachers responding to a recent national survey reported that their 
teacher evaluation processes were effective; respondents cited poorly designed evaluation 
instruments, lack of district guidance on the substance of the teacher supervision and evaluation 
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process, and a lack of evaluator skill as elements that did not assist their growth as ineffective 
components (Donaldson, 2013). Some have argued that principals are discouraged from 
providing teachers with critical feedback or rating poor performance accurately, so that they can 
sustain a positive school culture (Donaldson, 2013). Studies have found that some evaluators 
have framed the evaluation process, including summative teacher evaluations, as formative and 
allowed teachers substantial input in defining the evaluation focus in order to maintain positive 
teacher relationships (Donaldson, 2013). 
Officials within President Obama’s administration contended that educational success 
would occur if states embraced an overall strategy of reform, and that RttT would help those 
strategies develop (Manna & Ryan, 2011). RttT mandated that teacher and principal quality 
should not only depend upon proper credentials but also should be tied to evidence that teachers 
and principals were actually helping students learn. In recent years, prompted by RttT provisions, 
more than half of the states have enacted legislation to reform teacher evaluation policies, 
incorporating a requirement for student growth measures (Grossman, 2011). Legislative changes 
require the use of multiple measures to determine a teacher’s effectiveness and to tie outcomes to 
decisions regarding the teacher’s continuing employment (Grossman, 2011). Yet, relatively little 
attention has been paid to ensuring that principals are adequately prepared to conduct quality 
teacher evaluations under these enacted reforms, and minimal training and support have been 
provided principals as they learn how to implement their states’ new evaluation processes. 
Ensuring principals are ready and capable of conducting teacher evaluations with fidelity 
requires comprehensive and targeted professional development.  
Supervision and evaluation of teachers are important responsibilities for educational 
administrators, because teacher growth and professional development affects student learning 
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(Donaldson, 2013). Within the state of Illinois, the process for evaluating teachers has received 
increased attention by policymakers, partly due to RttT mandates. Findings from this study may 
be considered as baseline data from which to determine how central office administrators support 
principals when implementing the new teacher evaluation process, along with the effects these 
processes have on teacher-principal relationships. Significant changes to Illinois public teacher 
evaluation policies were enacted in January 2010, with the most comprehensive change being the 
addition of student growth and learning measures (Illinois State Board of Education [ISBE], 
n.d.). According to ISBE there are primarily four new areas of focus for Illinois school districts 
and administrators: adopt the Common Core State Standards in English Language Arts and 
mathematics, collaborate with other states to form a Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for 
College and Careers (PARCC) testing group, establish a Growth Model Working Group, and 
design the Illinois Longitudinal Data System. Undoubtedly, these additional accountability 
measures will alter principal and teacher responsibilities, and they may prompt educator 
concerns regarding the effectiveness of restructured teacher evaluation systems.  
Revised Illinois statutes mandate that each principal must successfully complete 
evaluator training before being approved to conduct teacher evaluations. Illinois principals also 
must participate in additional training at least once during their 5-year licensure renewal cycles 
(Grossman, 2011). Recent Illinois legislation, the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) 
enacted in 2010 and Senate Bill 7 enacted in 2010, require student performance data to be 
included in teachers’ and principals’ performance evaluations by 2016 (ISBE, n.d.). PERA 
requires all Illinois public school districts to implement standards-based evaluation systems that 
include student growth indicators for all educators based upon a process of phasing in these 
requirements, with all districts required to implement these components by the 2016-2017 school 
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year (Chico & Koch, 2014). The student growth indicator must be a “significant factor,” 
comprising at least 30% of the educator’s evaluation rating (ISBE, n.d.). PERA requires school 
district officials, working in collaboration with their local teacher unions, to develop and 
implement well-designed, research-based evaluation systems that provide constructive feedback, 
opportunities for reflection, and professional development opportunities that help improve 
student learning.  
For this study I used a qualitative research design in order to understand how central 
office leaders help high school principals to make sense of teacher evaluation reform policies. 
The strategy of inquiry was a multi-site case study in two Illinois public high school districts, 
examining how educators in high schools from different districts adapted to the changes to the 
teacher evaluation process. A single case study was an appropriate strategy of inquiry, as I 
sought to understand how the implementation of the new teacher evaluation requirements 
affected school dynamics. This study contributes to the research literature, allowing readers 
interested in the topic to draw their own generalizations and inferences about teacher evaluation 
and principal sensemaking, as well as the applicability of the findings to their own educational 
contexts. The multi-site approach allowed me to examine how principals in two different school 
districts made meaning of evaluation reform, how central office administrators assisted with this 
sensemaking process, how principals assisted their administrative team and faculty members in 
understanding the revised teacher evaluation requirements, and the role that the school context 
played in the sensemaking process. 
Statement of the Problem 
 Educational leadership increasingly is being conceptualized as an organization-wide 
phenomenon in which flatter, less-hierarchical organizational structures and leadership activities 
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distributed across multiple people and roles are being presented as solutions to educational 
problems (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). A flatter organizational structure theoretically will 
enable the superintendent, central office leaders, building principals, building administrators and 
their administrative team, and teachers to collaborate and develop an effective evaluation process 
for improving student learning and teacher performance. Increasing evidence supports the 
importance of trusting, collaborative relationships between district and site leaders, with central 
office leaders providing training and supports to assist principals with developing their capacity 
and skills as learning leaders and effective supervisors and evaluators of professional faculty 
(Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). However, there is limited empirical research regarding how 
central office leaders, including the superintendent, actively engage with building principals to 
develop the professional skills and capacity to implement teacher evaluation reforms. Also, there 
is limited research related to the restructured teacher evaluation process on interpersonal 
relationships between principals and teachers in Illinois school districts. It is important to 
determine how central office leaders provide support for building principals as they implement 
restructured teacher evaluation processes that incorporate student growth measures, understand 
how principals make sense of these revised processes, how the principal promotes a building-
wide shared understanding and process, and then determine how these revised systems affect the 
quality of principal-teacher relationships. 
 There has been an increasing demand for high school principals, in particular, to 
implement systemic reforms in improving teaching and learning (Daly, Liou, Tran, Cornelissen, 
& Park, 2013) as they prepare students for college and careers. High school principals often are 
viewed as key to reform efforts: They are expected to successfully lead school initiatives toward 
increasing student performance outcomes and can face significant sanctions if they are 
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ineffective in attaining this goal. In response to the need for these collaborative activities, it is 
important to exchange knowledge and expertise through learning partnerships as a mechanism to 
support and sustain reform initiatives. The connections between central office and site leaders 
may either support or hinder the efforts of change. To date, despite the enactment of PERA and 
Senate Bill 7 and initial implementation activities within some Illinois school districts, there is 
little research that has investigated the support structures that central office administrators 
provide to assist high school principals with implementing these new evaluation components.  
 This multi-site case study focused on two high schools from different districts in Illinois 
to better understand the learning standards for students and goals for teachers. High school 
teachers and administrators are expected to prepare students for college and career success. 
Important data points for high school teachers and administrators are the SAT and ACT 
assessments, graduation rates, Advanced Placement (AP) enrollment and testing, dual credit 
participation, and postsecondary enrollments. High school principals provide professional 
development for teachers based on their specific disciplines that are aligned with their student 
learning objectives. The student learning objectives may or may not be aligned with the ACT, 
SAT, AP testing, or with their local assessments. High school teachers spend less time with each 
individual student due to the typical high school scheduling structure, the specificity of their 
disciplines, elective enrollments, and courses that students must complete to fulfill high school 
graduation requirements.  
Rationale for the Study 
 Education is widely considered a crucial element in the survival and success of 
individuals and countries in the emerging global environment (Louis, Wahlstrom, Leithwood, & 
Anderson, 2010). Educational reform advocates typically acknowledge the importance of 
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principals in improving student learning, as well as the need to hold these principals accountable 
for improving student learning (Fuller & Hollingworth, 2013). Prior to the 2010 RttT federal 
grant competition, however, few states had developed comprehensive school teacher and 
administrator evaluation systems that incorporate student performance within assessments of 
teacher effectiveness. School leaders affect student achievement indirectly, primarily through 
their influence on teachers’ motivation and working conditions; their influence on teachers’ 
knowledge and skills produces less influence on student achievement (Louis et al., 2010). Recent 
policy activity has focused on the importance of school leaders in improving outcomes for both 
teachers and students (Fuller & Hollingworth, 2013).  
The increased level of PK-12 educational accountability and the heightened demands on 
principals to improve student performance on student growth measures have created a 
challenging environment. The implementation of the student growth component that is now 
mandated through Illinois legislation undoubtedly affects the school culture, teacher-principal 
relationships, and building-level professional development activities. By virtue of their formal 
authority, principals and central office leaders have the most influence on school decision-
making processes; however, they do not lose influence as others gain influence through 
distributed leadership practices, which contributes to a collective leadership by all stakeholders 
(Louis et al., 2010). With the guidance and oversight of the superintendent, central office 
administrators play a pivotal role in helping principals to make sense of the student growth 
model, building their leadership capacity, and understanding how they are to incorporate student 
growth expectations model within their schools through the teacher evaluation process. Central 
office leaders have the authority to marshal important resources, such as providing professional 
development and mentoring for principals, creating social networks for collaboration, and 
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tapping into their own expertise to provide guidance and coaching support as guidance (Fuller & 
Hollingworth, 2013). Identifying both effective and ineffective implementation strategies can 
provide information helpful for public school principals as they work toward successful 
implementation of revised teacher evaluation requirements. 
Although student achievement tests were not designed to assess the performance of 
teachers or principals, many states now use achievement testing to evaluate educators (Fuller & 
Hollingworth, 2013). Researchers have found that teacher effectiveness ratings vary substantially 
from class to class and year to year, which makes it challenging to accurately assess student 
performance data and include it within a teacher’s summative evaluation rating (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2012). Two important factors need to be considered before using student test 
scores to assess teacher effectiveness that also apply to principal evaluation processes: (a) these 
types of tests are not sensitive to factors that would allow for an analysis of teacher or principal 
contributions; and (b) the test scores may not be an accurate assessment of the content and skills 
students have learned, thus making estimations of teacher and principal effectiveness imprecise 
(Fuller & Hollingworth, 2013). There is mixed support in the research community for the use of 
student test scores that were originally created to assess student achievement as a method to 
evaluate teachers and principals (Fuller & Hollingworth, 2013). There is, however, great appeal 
by policymakers and educational reformers in promoting the use of assessments of student 
growth as measures of teacher, school, and principal effectiveness (Fuller & Hollingworth, 
2013). In addition, value-added measures of student achievement tied to individual teachers 
should not be used for high-stakes, individual-level decisions, or comparisons across highly 
dissimilar schools or student populations (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012). 
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Purposes of the Study 
 The purposes of this multi-site case study were: (a) to examine how central office 
administrators support principal sensemaking of the Illinois teacher evaluation reform mandates, 
(b) to identify how principals implement the student growth component within their schools, (c) 
to understand how principals promote a building-wide shared understanding of the evaluation 
process, and (d) to determine how the implementation of the reform mandates has affected 
principal-teacher relationships. Since Illinois legislation was enacted only a few years ago, and 
the majority of school districts implemented the required changes during the 2016-2017 school 
year, there is limited research, if any, regarding how central office administrators support site 
leaders and the effects of this implementation on principal and teacher relationships. This case 
study used the theoretical framework of sensemaking to examine these issues. Sensemaking is 
sensitive to human agency, being distinct in its ability to assess and select incentives, to make 
different readings of the past accord with present demands (Holt & Cornelissen, 2013). 
 Sensemaking involves turning circumstances into a situation that is understood explicitly 
in words and that serves as a catalyst into action (Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 2005). 
Sensemaking generally is understood to be the act of taking in and internalizing information, 
framing it, and using it to determine actions and behaviors in a way that manages meaning for 
individuals (Evans, 2007). Sensemaking occurs when a flow of organizational circumstances, 
such as teacher evaluation reform mandates, are turned into words and salient categories (Weick 
et al., 2005). It is the way in which people generate through action what they interpret; it is 
socially constructed, negotiated, and contested through a shared process (Evans, 2007). The ways 
in which people make sense depends on the cues they receive from multiple, overlapping 
contexts. People interpret these cues based upon the embedded values, beliefs, and assumptions 
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of the context, as well as their own beliefs, expectations, and interpretations (Evans, 2007). It is 
important to situate sensemaking within the broader institutional context that provides a 
framework for socially acceptable actions and behaviors (Evans, 2007). 
 Sensemaking should be at the core of individual, team, and organizational capability so 
that educators may overcome their fears of the unknown and lead when faced with uncertainty 
(Ancona, 2005). Sensemaking involves an articulation of the unknown and is similar to 
mapmaking; Ancona (2005) explains that maps can provide hope, confidence, and the means to 
move from anxiety to action. Institutional policies are drafted and implemented to influence the 
practice of others and the path from intention to outcome is rarely straightforward (Halverson & 
Clifford, 2006). Sensemaking dominates the thinking of practitioners because previously 
implemented policies and programs combine with institutional traditions and norms to establish 
rich, and fixed, networks of interconnected practices (Halverson & Clifford, 2006). Ideally this 
process of mutual adaptation results in local practitioners’ capturing the essence of the policy; 
yet at other times, implementation may result in a destructive mutation that may reflect the 
surface features but omit the essential, underlying heart of the policy.  
 Reform-based teacher evaluation artifacts can provide an opportunity to examine how the 
hopes of policy design meet the realities of existing practice. The term artifact is used as a 
general descriptive term for the range of tools leaders use to shape practices in schools. Artifacts 
can offer a path to highlight cognitive aspects of how actors interact with structures (Halverson 
& Clifford, 2006). Sensemaking plays a key role in artifact use and development; yet, artifact 
features often are interpreted differently than the designers might have intended (Halverson & 
Clifford, 2006). Teachers may make sense of the teacher supervision and evaluation process by 
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selecting appropriate artifact features according to their professional needs, their student needs, 
and their social context of use.  
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions: 
1. How do central office administrators support principal sensemaking and implementation 
of the reform mandates for the teacher evaluation process?  
 
2. To what extent have principal-teacher relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois 
state teacher evaluation policies?  
 
3. How have restructured teacher supervision and evaluation changed relationships among 
central office leaders, building administrators, and faculty? 
 
Personal Interest 
 My interest in this study stems from my experiences as a high school social studies 
teacher and currently as a high school assistant principal and dean of students. As an 
undergraduate student at the University of Illinois, I studied aviation and history. After I 
graduated, I worked in the financial market for approximately two years before returning to 
school to pursue my master’s degree in teaching at National Louis University. I was a high 
school social studies teacher in two different Illinois school districts for 7 years and a basketball 
coach for 6 years. I was a non-tenured teacher for 6 of my 7 years in the classroom before 
becoming an assistant principal and dean of students at another Illinois high school. I have 
worked within three different teacher supervision and evaluation processes, with differing 
summative evaluation instruments. The first two evaluation processes with which I became 
familiar were created approximately 20 years earlier and were not based on the Charlotte 
Danielson model (Danielson, 2011), which recently has been widely adopted across Illinois 
public school districts. 
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 When I became an assistant principal, I had my first opportunity to supervise and 
evaluate teachers. Prompted by recent Illinois legislation, the supervision and evaluation 
instrument our district uses has been adapted from the Danielson Framework for Teaching (FFT) 
model and uses four summative evaluation ratings that are now mandated by Illinois law: 
excellent, proficient, needs improvement, and unsatisfactory. During my first 5 years of teaching, 
Illinois legislation provided for a 3-tiered rating system (excellent, satisfactory, unsatisfactory) 
for summative evaluations, although some districts within the state had adopted a 4-tiered 
system. The statewide change from three to four summative evaluation ratings and statewide 
implementation of the Danielson model, in tandem with the requirement that student growth 
must comprise a significant portion of teachers’ evaluation ratings, meant that all public school 
teachers within the state were affected by new evaluation criteria. As a result, many veteran 
teachers may experience lower summative ratings. The addition of the student growth 
component and restructured ratings has created a cultural shift for many experienced teachers 
and administrators and has the potential to affect their working relationships and interactions. For 
example, I have had many intense discussions with administrators on appropriate ratings for both 
tenured and non-tenured teachers based on classroom observations.  
 I have over 12 years of practitioner experience with the educational supervision and 
evaluation process, including my own research involving supervision and evaluation. I realize 
my personal and professional perspectives and biases about the evaluation process have been 
influenced through these experiences. In my third year as a social studies teacher, my department 
chair asked me to serve as the curriculum coordinator for our American History professional 
learning community (PLC). As coordinator, I helped facilitate the alignment of our curriculum 
and the data collection of our common assessments. During PLC meetings, we shared our 
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assessment data and discussed with one another the most effective teaching practices that helped 
students succeed. The practice of collecting student performance data and analyzing best 
practices was often enlightening and rewarding to me as a teacher. Our PLC process helped me 
become a more effective teacher, which in turn helped my students achieve at higher levels in the 
classroom. The PLC process was not without challenges, however, because many teachers 
initially were uncomfortable sharing their student performance data with their colleagues. 
 The student growth component that required to be incorporated into all Illinois school 
district teacher evaluation systems by the 2016-17 school year had the potential to challenge 
existing relationships between teachers and principals. I have experienced the positive influence 
data-driven decision making can have on professional growth. As an administrator I have 
enjoyed implementing the student growth component and helping teachers improve student 
learning in their classrooms, and I believe central office administrators have a pivotal role in 
preparing and supporting principals in the successful implementation of the new teacher 
evaluation process. Consequently, I was interested in studying the extent to which supports are 
provided by central office administrators and how relationships between principals and teachers 
are affected by the changes to the teacher evaluation process. 
Significance of the Study 
 Teacher tenure has long been viewed by many as shielding ineffective teachers from 
dismissal in all but the most egregious instances (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009). 
Others believe that the tenure process provides minimal protection against discriminatory 
dismissal and administrators fail to document poor performance adequately (Weisberg et al., 
2009). There is an inability of our educational evaluation models and school leaders to assess 
instructional performance accurately or to act on this information in meaningful ways (Weisberg 
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et al., 2009). The implementation of the student growth component in the state of Illinois, along 
with the 4-scale summative rating system, is intended to distinguish between excellent and 
proficient teachers, those who need to improve their performance, and those whose performance 
is unsatisfactory. Ideally, effective teaching will be celebrated and recognized, while ineffective 
teaching hopefully will be addressed appropriately, through required teacher professional 
development plans and/or dismissal procedures if teachers are unable or unwilling to improve 
their performance.  
 Some critics have argued that traditional evaluation systems have not provided accurate 
and credible information about individual teachers’ instructional performance (Weisberg et al., 
2009). A teacher’s instructional effectiveness, which is critical for improving student 
achievement and learning, has not traditionally been measured, recorded, or used to inform 
decision making in meaningful ways in many school systems. The student growth component in 
teacher evaluation will change the focus of supervision and evaluation from strictly classroom 
observations conducted by administrators to a process that also considers student performance 
data as an additional criterion for measuring teacher effectiveness. Central office administrators, 
building administrators, and teacher unions are required to collaborate to develop appropriate 
district guidelines for the teacher evaluation and supervision process to improve student learning 
(PERA, 2010). 
 Recent educational reform policies challenge and support leaders to reach more 
ambitious student achievement targets by focusing their work on teacher quality. Effective 
instructional leaders seek to influence the most powerful school-based determinants of student 
achievement, which includes the quality of teaching, curriculum, and learning (Fevre & 
Robinson, 2014). The leadership behaviors involved in improving these factors include setting 
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and communicating clear academic goals, providing necessary resources, planning, co-
coordinating, evaluating the quality of teaching and the curriculum, participating in and 
promoting teacher learning, and ensuring a safe and supportive school environment (Fevre & 
Robinson, 2014). One barrier to effective instructional leadership is the relational skill required 
of principals to help teachers improve their practice (Fevre & Robinson, 2014). It is difficult for 
a principal to effectively be a leader of learning in school contexts in which long-established 
norms and routines run counter to educational policy mandates (Fevre & Robinson, 2014). 
Arguably, the most significant challenge to effective implementation of the new Illinois teacher 
evaluation and supervision processes may be the necessary professional development and 
support offered by central office administrators to provide building-level principals with the 
essential skills to effectively lead change through a shared vision with building administrators, 
department chairs, and teachers. 
 Relational skills are required to build the trust needed to improve teaching and learning in 
the classroom. Principals promote trust and provide instructional leadership by engaging 
educators in new ways, integrating new instructional roles and responsibilities, challenging the 
dominant school culture and norms, and addressing specific problems in teacher performance 
(Fevre & Robinson, 2014). One of the greatest challenges for principals in building trust is 
dealing with teachers’ unsatisfactory performance (Fevre & Robinson, 2014). Teachers are 
unlikely to trust leaders who either avoid dealing with such issues or are ineffective when 
tackling them (Fevre & Robinson, 2014). Principals sometimes struggle with poor performance 
issues of their faculty members and often work around the issues rather than directly addressing 
them (Fevre & Robinson, 2014).  
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 Research on interpersonal conflict and complaint interactions has recognized the 
challenges involved in integrating task and relational goals (Fevre & Robinson, 2014). The 
principal must focus on the conflict, addressing it in ways that minimize potential negative 
effects on relationships. According to Fevre and Robinson (2014), leaders typically approach the 
conflict dilemma by avoiding the issue altogether or by addressing it through a range of timid 
strategies. The direct approach to addressing issues of conflict is more likely to result in the 
teacher understanding the message, but it also will likely provoke defensiveness, resentment, and 
possibly union grievances. Those reactions will likely most slow the improvement process. 
Overview of the Methodology 
 This multi-site case study analyzed how central office administrators support building 
principals in their sensemaking of the changes to the teacher evaluation system in Illinois. This 
study conducted an in-depth analysis of the process of how central office administrators 
interpreted changes to educational evaluation policy and then sought to support the building 
principal in making sense of the evaluation reform. Through these qualitative methods, I also 
wanted to determine how principals promote a building-wide shared understanding of the 
evaluation process with the building administration team, department coordinators, and 
certificated faculty. In addition, this study analyzed how the Illinois teacher evaluation reforms 
affected principal-teacher relationships (Creswell, 2009). A qualitative methodology was the best 
method to explore and understand how central office interprets and then supports building 
administrators as they implement the necessary changes to the evaluation process for teachers. 
 This research secured two high schools from different Illinois public high school districts 
for the qualitative research sites. High school district data are unique compared to junior high 
school and elementary schools, because Illinois state reports have used schools’ ACT data, and 
  19 
more recently the SAT data, as instruments for measuring effectiveness. High school 
administrators may have aligned new teacher evaluation reform initiatives with the SAT in hopes 
of improving their success rate on the annual assessment. A high school multi-site study allowed 
consistent and similar variables to be researched: student ages, standardized testing, teacher 
departments, teaching responsibilities, and disciplinary expertise. 
Data were collected through interviews, observations, and analysis of district teacher 
evaluation documents. Data were triangulated to find conclusive evidence to determine whether 
the central office provided sufficient support for the building principal as he/she attempted to 
implement the changes to the evaluation process for teachers and whether the relationship 
between the principal and teachers was affected by the changes. I conducted semi-structured, 
open-ended interviews of central office administrators, principals, department 
coordinators/division heads, and teachers. The strategy of semi-structured interviews provided 
important information pertaining to how central office leaders and principals interpret and make 
sense of the teacher evaluation process and then helped me to understand how principals 
communicate this information to their administrative team and faculty. It was important for me 
to gather data from multiple educators so that I could fully explore their perceptions of the 
changes to the teacher evaluation process and educators’ relationships with the principal.  
 Data collection was an ongoing process; within each case, I coded the data and then 
triangulated the data to identify themes. All information gathered from the two cases then was 
brought together and compared, including interview logs, field notes, reports, and records, and 
organized to help retrieve the data (Merriam, 2009). The information was edited to sort out the 
unnecessary data and then put together around topics and dates. The phenomena I aimed to 
uncover during the research was how central office personnel interpreted the changes to the 
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evaluation process, what steps did they take in order to support building administrators as they 
implemented changes within their buildings, and how did principals make sense of the new 
teacher evaluation process.  
Limitations 
 Given the design of this study, it is limited in the following ways: (a) generalizability, (b) 
sampling procedures, (c) self-reporting by study participants, and (d) duration of the study. This 
study is structured in a multi-site case study format involving two Illinois public high school 
districts that serve only grades 9-12, which limits its generalizability. It is possible that my 
findings were not fully representative of the central office support and principal implementation 
process for all Illinois school districts, including elementary (PK-8) and unit (PK-12) school 
districts. Ensuring truthful and accurate responses from research participants also was a potential 
limitation. The relationships that developed throughout this research were based on trust and 
confidentiality; however, there was a possibility participants may not have provided completely 
candid, truthful, and/or accurate responses during the interviews. Participants may have desired 
to adjust their responses to provide a more favorable depiction of their colleagues and 
implementation process. Hesitancy to provide anything less than stellar information based on 
their school performance and their interpersonal relationship also may cause many participants to 
provide inaccurate data. Lastly, although the duration of the study was slightly more than 12 
months, it may take many more months or years to determine whether the implementation of the 
teacher evaluation policies was successful or unsuccessful within a school district. 
Delimitations  
 In addition to noting limitations associated with this study, it is imperative to recognize 
that several delimitations existed. The delimitations for this study included: (a) school site 
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location, (b) school site performance, and (c) length of the principal’s tenure. There are many 
factors that may have influenced the outcomes of this qualitative study. This research was 
delimited to high school districts in the state of Illinois. In addition, school district site 
performance served as a delimiting factor. Because this study sought to investigate how effective 
principals implemented schoolwide changes, the selected school district study sites were 
expected to demonstrate evidence of an 85% or greater graduation rate, as a measurement of 
success. Finally, the principal(s) charged with leading the implementation of the reform policies 
were to have served in their current position(s) for a minimum of three consecutive years.  
Definition of Terms 
 Central office administration. For the purposes of this study central office 
administrators included the superintendent, assistant superintendent, and individual(s) in 
administrative positions with direct oversight of teaching and learning. 
5-Essentials Survey. 5-Essentials is an evidence-based system designed to drive 
improvement in schools nationwide. It reliably measures changes in a school organization 
through the 5-Essentials Survey and provides individualized, actionable reports for each school. 
The 5-Essentials system is based on more than 20 years of research by the University of Chicago 
Consortium on School Research on five components found to be critical for school success: 
effective leaders, collaborative teachers, involved families, supportive environment, and 
ambitious instruction. The 5-Essentials Survey is taken by all pre-kindergarten through 12th-
grade teachers and all fourth- through 12th-grade students. The information collected through the 
survey is rigorously reviewed and analyzed to generate a 5-Essentials Report for each school. 
The 5-Essentials report includes a breakdown of teacher and student responses and provides a 
comprehensive picture of the school environment based on five essential areas critical for school 
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improvement in a meaningful context of similar and successful schools. The Illinois State Board 
has long recognized that test scores alone do not provide a full picture of teaching and learning in 
any one school. Under recent legislation (Senate Bill 7, PERA), the State Board is now 
mandated, on a biennial basis, to implement a learning conditions survey that will finally help 
paint that fuller picture. This survey is primarily intended to help local administrators, such as 
teachers, principals, and superintendents, identify strengths and weaknesses at the district and 
school level and better target resources and interventions. 
Joint Committee. Consistent with Illinois legislation, the Joint Committee is comprised 
of equal representation selected by the district and its teachers or, where applicable, the teachers’ 
exclusive bargaining representatives. The Joint Committee has the ability to design its own 
evaluation system, provided that it aligns with minimum state rules. The first meeting of a Joint 
Committee must occur by the first day of November of the school year immediately before the 
school district’s implementation date. 
 Lunch and Learn meetings. Professional development meetings that are not mandatory 
attendance by faculty. These meetings are offered during faculty lunch periods during the school 
day.  
 Period by Period meetings. Professional development meetings that are mandatory 
attendance by faculty. These meetings take place during the school day, and faculty have the 
option to choose which period they want to attend based on their availability, such as a plan 
period or during lunch.  
Policy implementation. Educational policy implementation describes the interactions 
among policies, people, and places that come together to produce the given result (Honig, 2012). 
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Sensemaking. Sensemaking is grounded in both individual and social activity and is the 
placement of items into frameworks, comprehending, redressing surprise, constructing meaning, 
interacting in pursuit of mutual understanding, and patterning (Weick, 1995). Sensemaking is a 
process that is grounded in the following: grounded in identity construction, retrospective, 
enactive of sensible environments, social, ongoing, focused on and by extracted cues, driven by 
plausibility rather than accuracy (Weick, 1995).  
 Trust. Trust is a generalized expectancy held by the work group that the word, promise, 
and written or oral statement of another individual, group, or organization can be expected to be 
enacted or followed (Hoy, Gage, & Tarter, 2006). The faculty can trust a variety of referent 
groups, including the principal, colleagues, and the organization itself (Hoy et al., 2006). Faculty 
trust in the principal occurs when the faculty has confidence that the principal will keep his or 
her word and act in the best interests of the teachers (Hoy et al., 2006). Faculty trust in 
colleagues develops when the faculty believes teachers can depend on each other in difficult 
situations and rely on the integrity of their colleagues (Hoy et al., 2006). Faculty trust in the 
school organization exists when the faculty can rely on the school district to act in its best 
interest and be fair to teachers (Hoy et al., 2006). 
Summary 
 This chapter presented a rationale for this multi-site case study of how central office 
administrators in two Illinois school districts support high school principals as they implement 
reform mandates for teacher evaluation and supervision. The purposes of this study were to 
identify how building principals are supported by central office administrators and then analyze 
whether the implementation of the new teacher evaluation and supervision process affected the 
relationship between the building principal and the faculty. This case study used the theoretical 
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framework of sensemaking to examine these issues. Interviews, document analysis, and 
observations were conducted throughout the more than 12 months of research to ensure all 
emergent themes were accurate and clearly identified. Chapter 2 provides a review of literature 
related to the educational reform initiatives and teacher evaluation and supervision. Chapter 3 
contains information on the research design and methodology, including the design of the study, 
instruments used to conduct the research, research questions, population and sampling 
procedures, triangulation of data, and data collection and analysis. Chapter 4 provides a detailed 
description of the cases and Chapter 5 presents the findings through cross-case analysis. Lastly, 
Chapter 6 concludes with the discussion, implications, and recommendations. 
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
Since the school reform movement prompted by the publication of A Nation at Risk in 
1983 (National Commission on Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983), state executives and 
public school officials have been engaged in a comprehensive and sustained commitment to 
address public accountability demands for better schools (Viteritti, 2013). When No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) was enacted in 2001, the focus of education reform efforts moved from school 
inputs to student outcomes (Plank & Condliffe, 2013). The implied logic behind recent high-
stakes federal accountability policies such as NCLB and the federal Race to the Top (RttT) 
initiative was that measuring student performance on standardized tests and holding schools and 
educators accountable for those results would motivate administrators and teachers to align 
curriculum to standards and restructure instructional practices to ensure all children succeed 
(Plank & Condliffe, 2013). In 2015 the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015) replaced 
NCLB, including provisions designed to ensure success for students and schools. While 
removing some of the more challenging accountability requirements contained in NCLB and 
returning some authority to the states, ESSA still requires states to set high standards, maintain 
accountability, empower state and local decision makers, and administer annual assessments 
while reducing the onerous burden of unnecessary and ineffective testing, providing more 
children access to high-quality preschool, and establishing new resources that support student 
learning (Obama, 2015). In contrast to NCLB, the intent of ESSA is to provide more 
opportunities for student success through attainable goal setting. 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), President Obama 
administration’s 2009 stimulus bill, contained substantially more federal funding for education 
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than the U.S. Congress previously had provided to the states (Viteritti, 2013). RttT followed in 
2010, becoming the central feature of Obama’s education agenda. It dedicated $4.35 billion to a 
competitive grant program that would be awarded to states that met criteria established by U.S. 
Secretary of Education Arne Duncan (Viteritti, 2013). In their applications for RttT funds, states 
were required to demonstrate a commitment to the following:  
(a) adopting internationally benchmarked standards and assessments that prepare students 
for success in college and the workplace, (b) building data systems that measure student 
success and inform teachers and principals in how they can improve their effectiveness, 
(c) increasing teacher effectiveness and achieving equity in teacher distribution, and (d) 
turning around their lowest achieving schools. (Manna & Ryan, 2011, p. 526)  
 
States with statutes prohibiting the use of student achievement data for evaluating teachers or 
principals were barred from the competition; thus, as a precondition to submitting RttT 
applications, states were required to enact legislation to include student growth data as a 
significant factor in teacher and principal evaluations, as well as additional legislation to bring 
them into compliance with the RttT provisions. 
RttT provided a stimulus for expansive and ambitious educational reforms. The use of 
student growth measures to evaluate, compensate, and tenure teachers has drawn strong criticism 
from teachers’ unions (Viteritti, 2013). Implicitly responding to such criticisms, the teacher 
evaluation systems that the Obama administration sought to establish across the nation requires 
the development of valid and reliable instruments for isolating the contribution that individual 
teachers make to what individual students learn (Viteritti, 2013). RttT definitions of teacher 
effectiveness tied to student learning, not simply teacher quality as revealed through one’s 
academic credentials, was a more aggressive federal articulation of what it means to be an 
effective teacher (Manna & Ryan, 2011). Yet, there is conflicting evidence on the development 
of a comprehensive system that can effectively assess, retain, promote, tenure, and compensate 
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teachers (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012). The state of Illinois received $42.8 million in the third 
phase of the RttT funding in December 2011, with 32 Illinois public school districts voluntarily 
participating in RttT activities the next 4 years (ISBE, n.d.).  
As the formally appointed leaders of their school systems, central office administrators 
and principals must make sense of ongoing education policy reforms. Within the state of Illinois, 
district-level policy reforms include revising teacher evaluation processes to meet new standards 
and state legislative mandates, some of which have been mandated as a result of RttT. For 
Illinois administrators, the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) of 2010 and Senate Bill 
7 of 2011 require that student performance data comprise at least 25% of teachers’ and 
principals’ performance evaluation ratings in all public school districts by September 1, 2016 
(ISBE, n.d.). PERA was enacted to satisfy RttT requirements. The high-stakes accountability 
environment, with this expanded focus on student learning, points to the important role of the 
principal as the school’s instructional leader. Communicating high expectations for teachers and 
students, supervising instruction, evaluating educator’s performance, monitoring student 
progress, and creating a safe and supportive work environment are traditionally associated with 
the principal’s role (Reitzug, West, & Angel, 2008). More recently, however, the principal’s 
leadership role has shifted from instructional inspector to learning facilitator (Reitzug et al., 
2008). When the actions of leaders translate into a focus on student achievement, this shift 
reflects a strengthening of professional community, creating a special environment within which 
teachers work collaboratively to improve their practice and student learning throughout the 
school (Louis et al., 2010). 
 Leadership for learning is an influence process through which the school’s leaders 
identify its direction, motivate faculty, and coordinate classroom- and school-based strategies 
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aimed at improving student learning (Copland & Knapp, 2006). Evidence suggests successful 
leadership can play a significant role in improving student learning (Louis et al., 2010), which 
occurs because leadership affects people, work structures, and school culture (Hallinger & 
Murphy, 2012). The direct and indirect effects of leadership on student learning account for 
roughly a quarter of total school effects (Louis et al., 2010). Thus, the success of federal and 
state policy efforts at educational reform rests largely on school principals throughout the 
country (Louis et al., 2010).  
Accountability policies increasingly mandate comprehensive teacher and principal 
evaluation systems that are based on research (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012). The state of Illinois 
requires each public school district to use teacher evaluation instruments that are based on 
research regarding effective instruction; that address planning, instructional delivery, and 
classroom management; and that align to the Illinois Professional Teaching Standards such as the 
Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching (ISBE, n.d.). The Danielson framework is a 
research-based set of instructional components, aligned to the Interstate Teacher Assessment and 
Support Consortium (InTASC) standards and grounded in a constructivist view of learning and 
teaching with four domains of teaching practice: planning and preparation, classroom 
environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities (Danielson, 2011). The state requires 
school leaders to undergo training based on these domains before they can obtain state approval 
to serve as teacher evaluators. Because this training includes the Danielson framework, it has 
become the de facto teaching framework used throughout the state of Illinois (ISBE, n.d.).  
Principals face both internal and external pressures for their schools as they seek to 
improve student learning. Structural and human resources within the school shape organizational 
conditions, while accountability demands from the state, school district, local boards, school 
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councils, and parent associations present external challenges that affect principals’ ability to 
influence learning practices (Marks & Nance, 2007). The nature of the principalship has shifted 
significantly and become increasingly complex in the past 30 years (Marks & Nance, 2007), but 
minimal research has addressed how external influences affect principals in their instructional 
and supervisory leadership roles. 
 Prompted by RttT, the majority of states now require student growth and achievement to 
be factored into teacher and principal evaluations; thus, states and local school districts are 
determining how to implement these policies. As of 2015, 42 states and the District of Columbia 
require teacher evaluations to include objective measures of student growth and achievement; 17 
states, not including Illinois, make student growth the predominant criterion, an increase of 13 
since 2009 (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015). However, the mandated frequency of summative teacher 
evaluation processes varies. Whereas 14 states required annual summative evaluations of all 
teachers in 2009, that number increased to 27 by 2015 (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015).  
This chapter examines empirical research related to how central office administrators 
support principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform policies. Policy meanings are 
important, but understanding and interpreting those meanings in the course of implementation 
can be challenging (Yanow, 1995). Research focusing on the new teacher evaluation 
requirements in Illinois and how the central office supports the implementation process is clearly 
absent. Sensemaking will provide a clear framework for my exploration of how educational 
reform policies aimed at supervision and evaluation can influence the capacity of principals to 
lead effectively (Marks & Nance, 2007). Topics addressed throughout this literature review 
include educational reform since the 1980s and the publication of A Nation at Risk, Illinois 
PERA and Senate Bill 7, trends in teacher supervision and evaluation, the role of supervision and 
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evaluation, leadership for learning as a core principle, the role of central office leadership in 
leadership for learning, significance of principal leadership and influence, the role of principals 
leading school reform, sensemaking, fear of reform policies, the role of principals and teacher 
evaluation reform, and the effects of reform policies on leadership and trust.  
Secondary Education in the United States 
The first high school in the United States was the Latin Grammar School, which was 
opened in Boston, Massachusetts in 1635 (Reese, 1995). The young men attending this school 
came from Boston’s elite families, and the school focused primarily on college preparatory 
studies, such as mathematics and ancient languages. Over time, elementary education became 
available to the masses, and prior to the mid-19th century, students of all ages were taught 
together in one-room schoolhouses (Reese, 1995). U.S. educators, like Horace Mann, knew that 
in other countries, students were segregated by age and Mann introduced “age grading” of 
students in Massachusetts in 1848. This method proved so successful that it quickly became the 
norm in public education across the United States (Reese, 1995). Because of the Industrial 
Revolution and subsequent urbanization movement, high schools were built throughout the U.S., 
and the focus of the 19th century high school was not on college preparation but rather on 
“manual” or vocational training schools. This training was viewed as a shortcut to the new 
skilled jobs in the factories and agricultural enterprises (Snyder, 1993). Academic courses were 
supplemental portions of the curriculum, whereas manual training was the primary purpose of 
the American high school core curriculum.  
The U.S. high school curriculum dramatically shifted in 1892 when the first National 
Council of Education convened to determine the academic subjects that they considered 
necessary to prepare for college. University presidents from the nation’s most prestigious 
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colleges sought to address the unevenness of the high school educational effectiveness (Mirel, 
2006). In 1918, the Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary Education, a group 
appointed by the National Education Association, issued The Cardinal Principles of Secondary 
Education, which “called for expanded and differentiated high-school programs, which it 
believed would more effectively serve the new and diverse high-school student population” 
(Mirel, 2006, p. 15). This document helped lay the foundation for the modern high school.  
A major shift in U.S. high schools occurred because of the Cold War when the United 
States found itself falling behind other countries, especially the Soviet Union, regarding space 
exploration and concern over military advancements (Reese, 1995). The launch of Sputnik by the 
Soviet Union in 1957 created a sense of fear and doubt throughout America, and the curriculum 
in math and science was heavily criticized throughout the nation. Policymakers and educators 
responded to the fear by adding more courses and modern facilities such as science labs, football 
fields, and band rooms (Reese, 1995).  
Unfortunately, the policymakers failed to truly analyze and appropriately assess the 
intellectual capabilities of most young Americans who they believed did not receive a rigorous 
academic experience. Civil rights legislation, special education advocacy, and the focus on math 
and science shifted the course of U.S. high school education, and in the years leading up to 1983, 
it became clear that the American public education system was not keeping up with the Post-
Cold War world. In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education was appointed 
to address public education and the report became known as A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983). 
This report prompted a renewed commitment that all students must have access to a rigorous 
academic curriculum.  
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The current U.S. high school ideally is structured to ensure that all adolescents graduate 
from high school prepared for college and/or their career. Adolescent students attend high school 
from ninth until 12th grades. The academic structure varies from state to state, but the following 
is an average of 25 credits American high students would accumulate over 4 years: 4.3 credits in 
English, 3.9 credits in social studies, 3.6 credits in mathematics, 3.3 credits in science, 2.0 credits 
in fine arts, and 2.0 credits in foreign language (Balfanz, 2009).  
The preparation for postsecondary education or further specialized training possesses 
significant demands and scrutiny on administrators and teachers. These demands do not just 
encompass budgeting, human resources, and instructional capacity, but also the education of a 
transient and diverse student population with a diverse set of needs in every classroom (Balfanz, 
2009). The current accountability movement in U.S. high schools requires student academic 
mastery be aligned to a set of standards that frequently change. The current unification of 
standards based instruction is being done through the Common Core State Standards Initiative, 
which is also in conjunction with College and Career Readiness Standards and Advanced 
Placement Standards (Balfanz, 2009). These standards are designed to provide a consistent and 
clear understanding of what students are expected to learn, which arguably creates challenges for 
both seasoned high school teachers and novice teachers. This challenge is met with teacher 
evaluation reform that requires student performance data as a significant component in 
measuring teacher effectiveness. 
Phases of Educational Reform 
 A Nation at Risk stated that schools, rather than social forces, determined academic 
outcomes and success (NCEE, 1983). This statement led to the federal government stepping in 
with policies for overseeing schools, in addition to local districts and states (NCEE, 1983). 
  33 
Prompted by this report, between 1983 and 1986 the Reagan Administration recommended 
longer school days, increased requirements for graduation, and mandated higher standards for 
teachers (Rorrer, Skrla, & Scheurich, 2008). The top-down approach to reform ceded to 
decentralization and enhanced professionalization in the second reform phase reform, occurring 
from 1986 to 1989 (Rorrer et al., 2008). The focus was on those closest to instruction and took a 
bottom-up change approach. During the second phase reformers emphasized the change process, 
which included different approaches to classroom instruction and student learning.  
A third phase of educational reform began in the 1990s with standards-based reform, high 
stakes assessment, and student challenge characterizing this wave (Mehta, 2013). Policymakers 
identified instructional coherence, including the development of rigorous curriculum frameworks 
drawing on mutually reinforcing sources, as a necessary component for large-scale educational 
reforms (Polikoff, Porter, & Smithson, 2011). Thus, policy called for aligned curriculum 
materials and assessments of student learning to provide feedback (Polikoff et al., 2011). The 
objective was to focus schools’ and educators’ attention on the key content students were to 
know and be able to do, which would drive instructional improvement. The role of the local 
school district in reform was not emphasized in any of these three reform waves (Rorrer et al., 
2008). 
The 2001 No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) continued the emphasis on standards and 
instructional coherence. The logic underlying NCLB was that rigorous academic standards as the 
basis for assessments, accountability systems, teacher preparation and training, curriculum, and 
instructional materials would improve student achievement and ensure access to a higher quality 
education for all (Polikoff et al., 2011). NCLB required states to adopt content standards, 
develop measurements of students’ progress toward the standards, and set testing targets along 
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strict timelines, and it subjected districts and schools to corrective actions based on unacceptable 
test results (Trujillo & Woulfin, 2014). The standards-based accountability policies carried 
consequences ranging from modifying the curriculum to closing entire school districts (Trujillo 
& Woulfin, 2014).  
The most recent reform phase involves the Every Students Succeeds Act (ESSA), passed 
in 2015. This law reauthorized the 50-year-old Elementary and Secondary Education Act, scaling 
back the federal role in education, and provides leeway to states and districts to determine the 
best course of action in monitoring student learning (Klein, 2016). It also focuses on preparing 
students for college and careers (ESSA, 2015). States still are required to test students in reading 
and mathematics annually in grades 3-8 and at least once in high school. States’ accountability 
systems must include at least one factor that involves school quality or students’ opportunity to 
learn (Klein, 2016). Key provisions include advancing equity by upholding critical protections 
for disadvantaged and high-need students, requiring that all U.S. students be taught to high 
academic standards that will prepare them to succeed in college and careers; ensuring that 
educators, families, students and communities receive critical information through annual 
statewide assessments that measure students’ progress toward those high standards; and 
accountability and action to promote positive change in our lowest-performing schools (Duncan, 
2016). It permits states more flexibility than NCLB, while requiring rigorous and comprehensive 
state-developed plans designed to close achievement gaps, increase equity, improve the 
instruction quality, along with better outcomes for all students (Duncan, 2016). 
The persistence of accountability measures and continuing legislative reforms implies an 
ongoing need for research into their effects and strategies for improvement. The role of schools 
within districts and the district’s instrumental role in systemic reform can have a significant 
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effect on student learning and community development. Research that is tied to student learning, 
teacher evaluation, and legislation will help determine the effectiveness of these educational 
reforms; increased accountability measures may help or hurt the ability of teachers to 
successfully help all students learn. Research pertaining to teacher evaluation and student 
learning should be a top priority when assessing the effects of educational reform policies and 
whether the reform policies should be continued or stopped for student learning.  
Illinois PERA and Senate Bill 7 
The Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) was passed by the Illinois General 
Assembly and signed by Governor Pat Quinn on January 15, 2010 (ISBE, n.d.). PERA requires 
that performance evaluations of principals, assistant principals, and teachers must include data 
and indicators of student growth as a significant factor; principals, assistant principals, and 
teachers must be evaluated using a four category rating system (excellent, proficient, needs 
improvement, and unsatisfactory); and anyone functioning as a formal evaluator must first 
complete a pre-qualification program provided or approved by the Illinois State Board of 
Education (ISBE, n.d.). Part 50 of the law and the accompanying state administrative rules 
defines “significant factor” at a minimum of 25% of the total teacher evaluation rating for the 
first 2 years of implementation and a minimum of 30% thereafter; determines the types of 
assessments that can be used to measure student growth; and establish minimum requirements 
for evaluation of teacher practice, including a minimum number of observations (ISBE, n.d.). 
The state adopted a staggered approach to PERA implementation in 2014 with full 
implementation in all Illinois school districts required by the start of the 2016-2017 school year. 
Prior to the passage of PERA, Illinois state policies required school districts to evaluate 
teachers using a system of three ratings (excellent, satisfactory, unsatisfactory; ISBE, n.d.), 
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although some school districts were approved to develop their own summative evaluation 
processes that included four evaluation ratings. New state policies require school district officials 
to conduct a minimum number of formal and informal classroom observations and to evaluate 
teachers using four ratings (excellent, proficient, needs improvement, unsatisfactory; ISBE, n.d.). 
In addition, all evaluators must complete state-mandated training that involves the Danielson 
teaching framework. Consequently, the state encourages districts to use the Danielson 
framework for their teacher evaluation processes and most, if not all, districts have adopted or 
adapted this framework for their teacher performance standards. Based on this model, 
administrators evaluate teachers in four domains: Planning and Preparation, the Classroom 
Environment, Instruction, and Professional Responsibilities (Danielson, 2011; ISBE, n.d.). The 
underlying objectives of this evaluation system are to acknowledge the complexity of teaching, 
establish a common language for professional conversation, and establish a structure for self-
assessment and reflection. Its developer acknowledges there may be potential for error in the 
classroom observation aspects of the evaluation process due to the evaluator’s personal bias, 
unequal resources, and unequal working conditions (Danielson, 2011), although this concern 
may be present with any evaluation approach adopted by a school district. 
The three empirical studies of the effects of PERA and Senate Bill 7 that have been 
conducted to date have been descriptive. Steindorf (2015) found that teachers are reluctant to 
change their practices to conform with PERA requirements and that they considered the law to 
be a source of stress in their jobs. Steindorf employed a mixed methods approach; quantitative 
data were collected from a pre- and post-survey and student performance data, and qualitative 
data was collected from personal interviews. Steindorf’s research was conducted in a K-5 
elementary school that contained 42 teachers, all of whom were included in the study. 
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Qualitative data were collected through observations, classroom walk-throughs, and notes and 
journals from conversations with teachers. Steindorf attributed some gains in student growth 
within the school to increased communication between administrators and faculty that stemmed 
from PERA. 
These findings are consistent with research conducted by Bullis (2014), who compared 
how principals in Massachusetts and Florida school districts perceived the success and 
limitations of teacher evaluation reforms in these states. Bullis surveyed all K-12 public school 
principals in the states of Massachusetts (N = 1,854) and Florida (N = 4,533) to assess the 
principals’ perceptions of the effects of teacher evaluation reforms on teacher recognition, 
effectiveness, growth, remediation, and dismissal. The principal respondents reported low 
teacher morale and increased teacher stress in their schools. Another significant conclusion from 
this study was that instruction was the domain most impacted for each of the areas surveyed 
(Bullis). The study determined that the principals’ perceptions consistently indicated across all 
questions that instruction superceded planning and preparation, classroom environment, and 
professional responsibilities. According to Bullis, the principals in this study indicated that they 
put more teachers in remediation with the new four-tier rating system in comparison to their 
prior evaluation system. 
The second Illinois study, conducted by Nasso (2015), examined PERA within the 
context of the federal government’s expanding public education role. Nasso analyzed Illinois 
court decisions involving teacher dismissals based upon unsatisfactory classroom performance, 
decided both prior to and after the implementation of PERA. Nasso concluded the success of 
implementation depends on motivating educators to implement the new policy and providing 
them with the necessary resources to do it effectively. It will be difficult specifically conclude 
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whether PERA accomplished its goal of increased student academic performance since the 
student growth component will be buried within the overall teacher performance rating. Nasso 
reported it was too early to identify whether PERA is making it easier for school leaders to 
dismiss ineffective tenured teachers. 
The third study, conducted by Bakopoulos (2013), examined the ethical beliefs and 
preparation practices of high school principals when reaching evaluation decisions for teacher 
retention and/or tenure. Ten high school principals, associate principals, and assistant principals 
from a suburban county district in Illinois participated. Findings indicated that the principals 
were ethical agents who perceived that they received sufficient teacher evaluation training but 
limited training in ethical dimensions of teacher evaluation. Bakopoulos concluded that 
additional training in ethics was needed in order for high school principals to make appropriate 
ethical decisions, both prior to obtaining a leadership position and while currently employed in a 
leadership position. These findings provide insight to university-based principal preparation 
programs, state-mandated teacher evaluation trainings, and training provided by local school 
districts, noting how they should work in tandem to provide principals with the necessary skills 
and ethical frameworks to be effective evaluators (Bakopoulos). This Illinois study was 
completed prior to the full implementation of PERA and Senate Bill 7 within the state, which 
emphasizes the need for more current research. 
 Because PERA and Senate Bill 7 are relatively recent legislation in Illinois, minimal 
research has been conducted for the implementation process of this legislation and how it has 
affected working relationships between building principal and teachers. This study helped to 
provide clarity regarding educators’ experiences as the teacher evaluation reforms were 
implemented. The experiences, goals, student population, assessment criteria, courses, and 
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expectations were similar for students, faculty, and administration. This research examined and 
analyzed data from administrators who experienced similar central office support and 
development regarding PERA and Senate Bill 7 along with their buildings’ data on trust and the 
implementation of student growth in teacher evaluations. Keeping the student population and 
teacher disciplines similar among principals ideally helped to delineate effective and ineffective 
principal implementation processes.  
Evolution of Teacher Supervision and Evaluation in the United States 
 Teacher supervision and evaluation processes in the United States have evolved over 
time. Increased industrialization of the U.S. in the early 1800s created large urban areas with 
more complex school systems (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011), and in these larger 
school districts a demand grew for administrators who could assume complex roles in providing 
oversight to their schools. The role of school principal emerged for the need of a head teacher 
who would be in charge of operations throughout a school. During the mid-1800s the view of 
teaching was that development of instructional expertise relied on complex evaluation of 
teachers. Principals began to focus on improving instruction and the identification of distinct 
pedagogical skills began as a mechanism to advance teachers’ effectiveness (Marzano et al., 
2011).  
 The concept of principal-run teacher evaluations is grounded in a tradition patterned after 
the 20th century American factory model. Management consultant Frederick W. Taylor claimed 
in the early years of that century that the scientific method, which factory managers had been 
applying to improve the efficiency factory workers, could be applicable to any task (Spring, 
2008). His theories influenced a trend in which principals and assistant principals sought to apply 
the scientific method to teaching, and districts increasingly called on them to make school-wide 
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decisions about teachers’ methods. This approach led to the standardization of education with 
uniform curriculum, attendance procedures, teacher training procedures, and teacher evaluation 
processes (Spring, 2008). However, this standardization did not lead to a better understanding of 
teacher performance (Spring, 2008), and it did not produce similar improvements as it had in 
factories. The thinking of Ellwood Cubberley, who was Dean of Stanford University school of 
education and a former school superintendent, gained influence; embracing the factory model 
mindset, he described children as raw products to be shaped and molded to meet the demands of 
civilization and schools as the shapers and molders of these raw materials (Marzano et al., 2011). 
Guidelines for school administrators emphasized measurement and analysis of data as a means to 
ensure schools fulfilled this role (Marzano et al., 2011). The foundation for educational 
administrators to assess and grade teacher performance based on a variety of criteria was laid in 
this period (Marzano et al., 2011). 
Evolving Roles of Supervision and Evaluation 
 The end of the 19th century and the early part of the 20th century were dominated by two 
competing views of education advanced by Frederick Taylor and educational philosopher John 
Dewey. Dewey argued that schools should be organized in such a way that students can practice 
citizenship and further develop the ideals of democracy through student-centered learning and 
differentiation based on student needs (Marzano et al., 2011). Taylor believed that measurement 
of specific behaviors of workers was the most powerful means to improving production. Led by 
Edward Thorndike, educators began to view measurement as the ultimate tool for a scientific 
approach to schooling (Marzano et al., 2011). Cubberley laid out a set of principles for school 
administrators that emphasized measurement and data analysis to ensure that teachers and 
schools were effective. In 1929, as an extension to Cubberley’s work, William Wetzel advocated 
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for the use of measures of student learning to determine the effectiveness of a teacher or school 
(Marzano et al., 2011).  
 The years following World War II emphasized a shift away from the scientific approach 
to schooling and toward professional development and also addressing teachers’ emotional 
needs. The role of the supervisor during this era was more about management of the school 
building itself as opposed to being the instructional leader (Marzano et al., 2011). One positive 
outcome from this era was an emerging consensus on the importance of teacher observation. The 
classroom observation process was identified by the educational community and necessary 
advancements needed for effective observations were outlined, which led to one of the most 
influential movements in supervision (Marzano et al., 2011). 
 Few movements or innovations in education spread as quickly as clinical supervision, 
which emerged in the 1950s. Morris Cogan was a professor and supervisor of candidates in 
Harvard University’s Master of Arts in Teaching program in the 1950s, and by 1958 he was 
lecturing about a process called the cycle of clinical supervision (Marzano et al., 2011). Cogan 
and a group of practitioners, including Robert Goldhammer (1969), determined that the clinical 
supervision cycle was similar to practices used in teaching hospitals. The process involved a 
purposeful relationship between practitioner and resident, in which observation and discussion 
mutually benefitted both parties in regard to effectiveness and growth (Marzano et al., 2011). 
Goldhammer described supervision as a process for developing teachers’ self-awareness and 
independence. However, Goldhammer’s vision of supervision as a collegial, inquiry-driven quest 
for more effective instructional practices has diminished over time. 
Another major influence on supervision was Madeline Hunter (1980, 1984). A seven-step 
framework for a classroom lesson is the most well-known aspect of Hunter’s work, although she 
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contributed many other ideas to the process of supervision (Marzano et al., 2011). In the mid-
1980s, researchers and theorists in supervision began discussing alternative perspectives 
regarding the supervision cycle. William Glatthorn promoted supervisory models that considered 
a teacher’s career goals; he noted that as professionals, teachers should have input and some 
control over their professional development (Marzano et al., 2011). Similarly, in 1983, Thomas 
McGreal outlined a range of supervisory options based on teacher experience. This range of 
supervisory options included the following: intensive development supervision for nontenured 
teachers and teachers with significant instructional deficiencies to more self-directed professional 
development for tenured experienced faculty (Marzano et al., 2011). McGreal recommended that 
teachers be placed either in an intensive evaluation program designed to determine continued 
employment or in a standard evaluation program designed for ensuring high quality instructional 
practices by experienced tenured teachers (Marzano et al., 2011). 
Carl Glickman was a proponent for the differentiated approach to supervision during the 
1980s. Glickman’s developmental model of supervision (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 
2018) sought to increase teachers’ investment in schoolwide instructional concerns and facilitate 
teachers’ self-direction, reflectivity, and decision-making capabilities. Glickman et al. articulated 
a number of related actions that constitute an effective approach to supervision, including direct 
assistance to teachers, group development, professional development, curriculum development, 
and action research (Marzano et al., 2011). Collaborative work among educators to enhance 
student achievement, teacher development, and educational equity also became a focus (Blase & 
Blase, 2002). Scholars often define the supervisory role of school administrators as a blend of 
several tasks, including observations of classroom instruction, professional development, and 
curriculum development (Blase & Blase, 2002). Ideally, supervisors seek to support an 
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educator’s continuous development and learning, such that evaluation reveals performance 
excellence and improvements in teaching and learning (Blase & Blase, 2002). 
 Current evaluation systems are meant to increase effective teaching practices, enhance 
teacher professionalism, and reach determinations about teacher quality and continuing 
employment (Ponticell & Zepeda, 2004). The current Illinois evaluation system incorporates 
student performance data in the summative evaluation rating and aims to hold educators 
accountable for their role in student growth (Woulfin, Donaldson, & Gonzales, 2015). Teacher 
evaluation can improve instructional quality and enhance student learning within schools through 
either feedback and support of teachers’ development or through the elimination of low-
performing teachers (Woulfin et al., 2015).  
The evolving nature of the principal’s role has shifted supervisory practices from a focus 
on the act of teaching to the process of learning (Louis et al., 2010). Policymakers have advanced 
democratic, collaborative, human-resource-based, developmental, and transformational 
approaches to instructional supervision based on the principles of equality, reflection, and growth 
(Blase & Blase, 2002). Instructional supervision emphasizes collegial classroom observations 
and specifically focuses on support, guidance, and encouragement of reflective teaching as 
mechanisms to strengthen instructional practices that result in improved student learning. The 
principal’s primary responsibility is to provide leadership for learning within the school (Louis et 
al., 2010). The stakes of student test scores and observation-based teacher effectiveness measures 
have been rising in the 21st century (Harris, Ingle, & Rutledge, 2014). The RttT program requires 
participating states and school districts to measure and reward teachers and school leaders based 
on student achievement, or “value added” metrics (Harris et al., 2014). Studies increasingly 
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conclude that some teachers are more successful in raising student achievement than others 
(Harris et al., 2014; Leithwood et al., 2004; Woulfin et al., 2015). 
Leadership for Learning as a Core Principle  
 Throughout the past 40 years the U.S. government increasingly has focused on students 
who are not achieving academically (Nettles & Harrington, 2007). A sense of urgency exists 
within education to improve student learning for all students through effective leadership, which 
has two core functions: providing direction and exercising influence (Louis et al., 2010). 
Leadership is based on establishing mutually agreed and important directions for the 
organization and doing whatever it takes to influence and support people to move in those 
directions (Louis et al., 2010). Research on student outcomes identifies significant relationships 
between selected school leadership practices and student learning, supporting the importance of 
certain principal behaviors, such as student performance data analysis, improving attendance, 
and keeping student suspensions low, in supporting student achievement (Nettles & Harrington, 
2007). 
 The role of principal as instructional leader emerged in the 1980s due to external 
pressures on school leaders to shape, develop, and supervise instructional practices in school 
settings (Williams, 2012). The concept of instructional leadership developed as a mechanism to 
categorize the activities and responsibilities of principals in relation to classroom instruction 
(Nettles & Harrington, 2007). Blase and Blase (2000) defined instructional leadership with the 
following seven principal behaviors: making suggestions, giving feedback, modeling effective 
instruction, soliciting opinions, supporting collaboration, providing professional development 
opportunities, and giving praise for effective teaching. Studies of effective schools have 
identified five instructional leadership priorities of effective principals: defining and 
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communicating the school’s educational mission, managing curriculum and instruction, 
supporting and supervising teaching, monitoring student progress, and promoting a learning 
climate (Nettles & Harrington, 2007). 
 Since the turn of the 21st century, principals have found themselves increasingly at the 
forefront of accountability and school improvement, with a clear expectation that they will 
function as the learning leader (Hallinger, 2005). Whereas instructional leadership focused 
primarily on teachers’ instructional practices, leadership for learning is a stronger framework, 
incorporating principals’ behaviors and strategies to align curriculum, instruction, and 
assessments that result in enhanced student learning outcomes. Research identifies five areas of 
action for leading for learning: establishing a focus on learning, building professional learning 
communities that value learning, engaging external environments that matter for learning, acting 
strategically and sharing leadership, and creating coherence (Leithwood et al., 2004). Leaders set 
the stage for learning among students, teachers, and systems such as program development and 
professional learning communities (Leithwood et al., 2004). Leadership for learning is a rational 
model of leadership with an understanding that schools will improve if principals create clear 
academic goals, motivate faculty and students to work toward those goals, monitor progress, and 
align teaching and learning activities to achieve the desired academic outcomes (Hallinger, 
2005). The traditional policy focus regarding student achievement has been on classroom-level 
factors and behaviors of teachers, and the national focus is now turning to what the principal can 
to do to improve student learning (Nettles & Harrington, 2007). The specific performance 
requirements of federal and state accountability initiatives alone suggest that the direct influence 
of principals be understood and exploited (Nettles & Harrington, 2007). Leadership for learning 
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sets clear, time-based, academically focused goals in order to get the organization moving in the 
desired direction. 
The Role of Central Office Leadership in Leadership for Learning 
 Throughout the past decade, many school districts have launched ambitious reform 
initiatives to help improve teaching and learning in all schools (Honig, 2012). Central office 
administrators have shifted from providing occasional and ad hoc professional development for 
principals to prioritizing ongoing, intensive, job-embedded support to principals, helping them 
become more proficient in working with teachers to improve teaching and learning practices 
within their schools (Honig, 2012). Central office administrative positions, including the 
superintendency, have been restructured to focus not only on managing district functions but also 
on working with principals individually and in networks to develop their collective capacity to 
serve as leaders for learning within their schools. The efforts of central office leaders to promote 
and improve principals’ leadership for learning behaviors reflect numerous developments in 
research and practice that suggest mechanisms for strengthening systems of support for improved 
teaching and learning practices and ultimately, enhanced academic results for students (Honig, 
2012).  
 Sustained job-embedded supports provided by central office administrators may be 
essential to help principals build their capacity for instructional leadership (Honig, 2012). The 
majority of research on the relationship between the actions of central office leaders and teaching 
and learning improvement points to the importance of central office involvement in such efforts, 
but does not clarify what such involvement entails (Honig, 2012). The NCLB legislation created 
a more tightly coupled educational policy system and emphasized aligned accountability systems 
and curriculum frameworks as means of improving student learning (Johnson & Chrispeels, 
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2010). Due to federal and state accountability mandates, the demand for coordinated 
communication and distribution of resources across the system has intensified as districts 
increasingly are held responsible for improving teaching and learning (Johnson & Chrispeels, 
2010). Policymakers recognize that schools are embedded within systems and that the 
relationship between a district and its school buildings may be critical to improvement.  
 President Obama signed ESSA on December 10, 2015, replacing NCLB. This legislation 
returns some authority and flexibility back to the states while continuing to require reporting 
from schools about the capabilities of their students (Darrow, 2016). The ESSA provides more 
state- and district-led accountability, particularly with regard to testing, while also placing a new 
emphasis on college and career readiness. Required annual assessments in reading or language 
arts, math, and science in grades 3-8 and once in high school remain from NCLB. However, 
states and local districts are now responsible for monitoring and tracking student performance 
data along with interventions for low-performing schools. ESSA allows states to determine their 
own definition progress, using multiple measures. States also may now individually determine 
how much weight to place on each measure, but a majority must be placed on academic 
indicators such as test scores and graduation rates (Darrow, 2016). 
 Since NCLB and now continuing with ESSA, the most salient elements and actions that 
districts have mobilized to support system-wide improvement include strong leadership for 
learning, a system-wide focus on achievement, and consistency of instructional practices 
(Johnson & Chrispeels, 2010). Administrative control or accountability strategies utilized by 
district offices include curriculum alignment, developing standardized benchmark assessments, 
end-of-course and end-of-year testing, system-wide professional development, frequent 
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monitoring and use of data for decision making, and frequent and standardized supervision 
practices or walk-throughs throughout the school district (Johnson & Chrispeels, 2010). 
 Educational leaders must navigate an increasingly complex policy environment of 
curriculum standards, achievement benchmarks, programmatic requirements, and other policy 
directives from many sources. Leadership provides direction and exercises influence to 
accomplish shared goals (Leithwood & Riehl, 2005). Assessment of teacher quality fails more 
often because of organizational neglect than because of technical deficiencies (Donaldson & 
Donaldson, 2012). School districts typically have not done an effective job managing the 
relational and political aspects of the teacher evaluation process. Ineffective oversight of the 
teacher evaluation process can lead to both supervisors and teachers experiencing performance 
assessment in a negative way. The push for highly effective teachers is typically an 
uncomfortable accountability activity occurring between principals and teachers rather than a 
systemic strategy to promote teacher development that produces superior performance 
(Donaldson & Donaldson, 2012).  
 District leaders can promote high-quality teaching and address the human side of 
assessment; in addition, teachers need to be included in designing the performance evaluation 
system. Teachers must feel confident that performance assessment will help them improve 
student learning (Leithwood et al., 2004); yet, many district evaluation systems do not function 
well because they do not address valid performance competencies, such that teachers neither 
respect nor trust the process (Donaldson & Donaldson, 2012). Research has established links 
between the principal’s instructional leadership behaviors and student achievement (Backor & 
Gordon, 2015). Backor and Gordon (2015) examined research from 1990 that found principals at 
high-achieving schools were sought out by teachers for instructional guidance, able to clearly 
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and effectively communicate instructional goals, visible on campus, active participants in 
professional development, and recognized by teachers as effective instructional leaders. 
Donaldson and Donaldson (2012) asserted that principals need to be able to identify and 
understand effective instructional practices. They must be empathetic consultants who are able to 
build trust, even as they provide critical analysis that may be difficult for the educator to hear and 
internalize. The authors also asserted that helping teachers develop professionally requires a 
careful balance of constructive and critical performance feedback. Districts must provide 
ongoing training and consultation that focus on the interpersonal as well as the technical aspects 
of teacher evaluation.  
According to Donaldson and Donaldson (2012), districts should ensure that principals 
have sufficient time to effectively conduct the teacher evaluation process. They note that 
effective performance review and improvement require careful consideration of classroom 
observational data and other data related to student learning, as well as sufficient time for 
discussion about improvement strategies. They suggested that school districts’ success at 
developing and retaining the best teachers depends on the technical and interpersonal skills of 
their supervisors. Thus, principals must make instructional improvement a district priority. In 
addition, strong district leadership makes improving teaching a top priority; when they do, 
student learning improves and a positive and healthy school climate flourishes (Donaldson & 
Donaldson). The central office and the school board must clearly and persistently pursue 
assessment and growth for every faculty member in order to help teachers stay focused on their 
own growth and their students’ growth (Donaldson & Donaldson). Strong district leaders 
welcome the performance assessment system and support professional development. Donaldson 
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and Donaldson embraced the performance assessment system as a mechanism to move obstacles 
that have impeded teacher development in the past. 
Superintendent Leadership Activities in Support of Student Learning 
Superintendent and principal leadership behaviors have been researched either separately 
or in combination. Research exists related to superintendent leadership and principals as 
instructional leaders, but most of the literature relates to the effects of the principal’s leadership 
on teachers’ practices. The research implies that some leadership styles influence employees to 
be more innovative, creative thinkers, and are responsible for faculty engaging in activities that 
directly link to increased student learning (Vitcov & Bloom, 2010). Despite how important the 
superintendent-principal relationship is as frontline influences on student outcomes (McFarlane, 
2010), researchers have not conducted studies specifically measuring superintendents’ leadership 
behaviors in promoting principals’ performance. Leadership is a necessary inclusion because 
school district success is only possible with effective leadership (DuFour, 2002; Eller & Carlson, 
2009).  
The superintendent’s role as it relates to the school learning environment, especially with 
respect to how the superintendent’s leadership influences principals’ performance, was important 
to this study. Superintendents provide instructional leadership through professional development 
opportunities, trainings, and collaboratively developed district academic goals that are aligned 
with improved instructional practices. The influence of leadership is important because work 
conditions can either support an effective superintendent-principal relationship or destroy it 
(Eller & Carlson, 2009). The superintendent-principal relationship is essential to the annual goal 
of boosting student achievement outlined by the mandates of NCLB laws. The superintendent 
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section of this review of literature was relevant to understanding how principals work with their 
respective central office leaders to make sense of reform in Illinois.  
States created the superintendent position because school districts grew, states wanted 
accountability, curriculum needs expanded, and attendance became compulsory (Kowalski & 
Björk, 2005). Louisville, Kentucky and Buffalo, New York established the first superintendent 
position in the mid-1800s, and because school boards wanted to retain their authority, 
superintendents were school board clerks (Kowalski & Björk, 2005). The superintendents’ role 
changed in the early 1900s as states added more duties to superintendents, which moved this 
position from clerk to organizational supervisor (Kowalski & Björk, 2005). In the 1930s 
superintendents became administrative leaders, and at that time, states considered 
superintendents as democratic leaders (Kowalski & Björk, 2005). The NCLB accountability laws 
propelled superintendents to the title of district-level instructional leaders (Kowalski & Björk, 
2005).  
Evolving changes in the duties of the position required superintendents to place 
considerable attention to such responsibilities as curriculum and instruction, closing the student 
achievement gap, strategic planning, rallying community input, and operating within controversy 
(Harris et al., 2014). Prior to the 1960s, the average superintendent’s tenure within a school 
district was approximately 14 years, which was significantly greater than superintendents’ tenure 
in 2012, which averaged 18 months to 5 years (Harris et al., 2014). Grissom and Mitani (2016) 
noted “approximately 20% of superintendents turn over each year, with more than half of them 
leaving the superintendency altogether” (p. 382). This high turnover rate means that the typical 
superintendent’s tenure in a district is now only 3 years, a finding that underscores concerns 
raised about sustainable change (Grissom & Mitani). The changes in the superintendents’ 
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position, particularly from supervisor to instructional leader, prompted superintendents to reform 
practices to include articulating and modeling leadership behaviors focused on collaboration, 
improved teaching and learning, and instructional delivery (Schechter, 2011).  
Superintendents must be instrumental in increasing principals’ collective ability to 
influence student achievement outcomes positively. Superintendents need to work 
collaboratively with building principals to initiate school reform focused on academic instruction 
(Davis, 2014). High mobility rates of principals and superintendents negatively influences school 
policies and the pace of school reform (Davis, 2014). When superintendents initiate reforms 
within their districts, principals who have a stronger commitment to the initiative may influence 
teachers’ commitment to it as well (Davis, 2014). However, because most superintendents’ 
tenure within their districts is short lived, around 3-4 years (Kowalski, McCord, Peterson, 
Young, & Ellerson, 2011), building principals may look at new initiatives as fleeting and may 
inadvertently convey that attitude about the initiatives to their teachers (Davis, 2014). 
Additionally, it may take 5-10 years to grasp the full results of successful implementation of 
most new initiatives; therefore, stability of the superintendent as district leader is extremely 
important (Davis, 2014). Leadership turnover among superintendents and/or principals may 
cause teachers to abandon their commitment to in-district reform. In this era of increased 
accountability, principals are responsible for the successful implementation of school 
improvement initiatives and for an increase in student achievement scores. However, principals 
must also function within the parameters of the allowed autonomy, guidelines, and policies of 
district leadership (Davis, 2014). 
 Davis’s (2014) quantitative correlational study examining whether superintendents’ 
leadership styles influence principals’ performance provides insight into the superintendent-
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principal relationship. This study compared 126 Arizona principals’ perceptions of their 
superintendents’ leadership style and the principals’ effectiveness as reflected by student 
performance data. Findings indicated that superintendents’ transformational, passive avoidant, 
and transactional leadership styles do not correlate positively to math difference scores, but the 
passive avoidant leadership style was positively correlated to reading difference scores. The data 
indicated that it is plausible that passive avoidant leadership may be more complex than non-
leadership, as labeled in previous research. Davis noted, “The results of the analysis are that 
superintendents’ transformational and transactional leadership styles are not positively correlated 
to math or reading difference scores. However, transformational leadership was significantly 
negatively correlated to reading” (p. 152). 
The Significance of Principal Leadership and Influence 
Policymakers operate on the understanding that principals play a key role in improving 
schools. Reflecting this belief, the U.S. Department of Education cited the replacement of 
principals as a top priority in its program to transform the nation’s worst 5,000 schools 
(Sebastian & Allensworth, 2012). Successful leaders contribute to student learning through their 
influence on others and maintaining control over structural and cultural features of their 
organizations (Bruggencate, Luyten, Schreerens, & Sleegers, 2012). Principals can improve 
organizational learning by creating a trusting and collaborative climate, developing a shared and 
monitored mission by all stakeholders, and taking initiatives and risks within the context of 
supportive, ongoing, and relevant professional development (Bruggencate et al., 2012).  
The role of principals in improving school outcomes in response to external policy 
initiatives and local needs is under-researched (Bruggencate et al., 2012). The three leadership 
practices most commonly referenced are focusing the mission and goals of the school, supporting 
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trust and collaboration within the building, and actively supporting instruction (Sebastian & 
Allensworth, 2012). Effective and sustained leadership practices should affect school processes 
that influence student learning. Leadership can influence student learning through enhancing a 
wide array of school processes, including the professional capacity of faculty, the learning 
climate of the school, family and community involvement, and ambitious instruction (Sebastian 
& Allensworth, 2012). The increasing complexity of principals’ roles may lead them to focus 
their efforts more on some aspects of school organization than others, which may influence their 
overall effectiveness (Sebastian & Allensworth, 2012). 
Principals face a challenge when they are accountable for achievement outcomes and are 
dependent upon others and other variables to achieve those outcomes (Farnsworth, 2015). 
Consequently, principals will benefit from a richer understanding of how their leadership 
indirectly affects student achievement. Employing the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in 
Education (VAL-ED) measurement, which focuses on learning-centered leadership practices and 
the Omnibus T-Scale measurement of faculty trust, Farnsworth (2015) sought to understand 
relationships between these two factors. Teachers from 59 schools in a suburban district in the 
Rocky Mountain region of the United States were surveyed, and their responses were analyzed 
using bivariate and multiple linear regression analyses. Farnsworth determined that principal 
learning-centered leadership was significantly and positively related to faculty trust in the 
principal; principals in this study with higher learning-centered leadership scores also evidenced 
higher faculty trust. The influence of learning-centered leadership on faculty trust in the principal 
was even stronger in schools that were lower in academic achievement. Farnsworth noted, 
principals who invoke trust from their faculty should engage in those leadership practices 
associated with learning-centered leadership. 
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State policymakers expect the standards and accountability policies they have developed 
to improve schools, and they therefore hold educational administrators responsible for 
implementing and facilitating these reforms (Marks & Nance, 2007). Mandated reforms within 
schools potentially can create conflicts between policymakers and educational leaders, as school 
officials develop their own interpretations of RttT and ESSA and determine the relative 
importance of specific policies. Principals are at the center of school reform, and their leadership 
arguably is critical for improving student achievement. The multitude of accountability measures 
by the state, local school boards, central office administrative supervisors, and school site 
councils can align educators’ beliefs in policy implementation or they cause disagreements on 
policy implementation. Principals may differ in their accountability experiences, because state 
expectations may or may not align fully with the principal evaluation criteria established by their 
school board and supervisory oversight of central office administrators (Marks & Nance, 2007). 
For example, the state and the district may differ on expectations for principals’ job descriptions 
and the performance indicators they consider for supervision and summative evaluation. 
School leaders use feedback conferencing, typically after classroom observations, to 
improve teachers’ practice by engaging in reflective dialogue with them. The purpose of the 
post-observation conference is to provide meaningful feedback that will prompt changes to 
classroom practices that support student learning (Tuytens & Devos, 2011). Feedback is essential 
for the improvement of teaching and learning practices because it stimulates teachers to optimize 
their professional development and to implement changes in their instructional routines and 
classroom assessment practices (Tuytens & Devos, 2011). The observer and feedback source is 
the evaluator, which, if it is the principal, means the principal’s credibility, knowledge, and 
effectiveness are critical to the teacher’s perception of the accuracy and credibility of feedback.  
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As has been noted, the state of Illinois requires the inclusion of student growth as a 
significant factor in both teacher and principal evaluations (ISBE, n.d.). Evidence-based 
decision-making practices that improve student outcomes are a relatively new feature in 
education and thus require educators to learn and develop new competencies. School officials 
play a significant role in developing a culture of data use, actively changing the focus of their 
professional development programming from compliance to promotion of active participation in 
decision-making processes. Through that transformation they intend to create an organizational 
culture of continual data analysis, inquiry, and reflection (Park & Datnow, 2009).  
High quality principals and district-level leaders are critical in developing and 
implementing a vision for improving student learning for all (Louis et al., 2010). Most schools 
present unique challenges and opportunities that require effective responses from educational 
leaders. The rise in reform policies designed to hold schools accountable requires leadership 
practices that help educators succeed when they confront accountability mechanisms. Principals 
are positioned to influence teaching and learning practices, and the direct and indirect effects of 
their leadership efforts are significant in providing leadership, feedback, and support (Louis et 
al., 2010). Leithwood et al. (2004) reported that the principal’s influence is the second most 
significant school-related factor in determining student learning, with teachers’ classroom 
instruction being the most significant. Educational leaders should seek to ensure the following in 
order to achieve success: create and sustain a competitive school, empower others to make 
significant decisions, provide instructional guidance, and provide strategic planning (Leithwood 
& Riehl, 2005).  
School leaders can make significant contributions to student learning, albeit indirectly. 
They primarily exert their influence by setting directions for school improvement, fostering 
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shared goals and ideas, developing faculty, and modifying structures to create conditions to 
support student achievement (Park & Datnow, 2009). Leaders can improve student learning 
through the development of internal accountability, which includes moral accountability and 
peer-enforced accountability (Park & Datnow, 2009). Internal accountability holds educators 
responsible for students’ well-being and the professional obligation to their peers. The purpose of 
a study by Park and Datnow (2009) was to examine leadership practices in school systems that 
were implementing data-driven decision making. Data for their study were drawn from a multi-
site case study of four high-performing school systems across the United States. The aim of the 
study was to expand the knowledge of the processes and outcomes of data-driven decision 
making and distributed leadership as it plays out in a given setting and context. Drawing on a 
national sample, Park and Datnow selected systems on the basis of their status as leaders in using 
data for instructional decision making and for their record of improved student achievement over 
time. The systems were selected as exemplars of data-driven decision making (DDDM) practices 
and were invited to participate based on three main criteria: “(1) systems served a diverse student 
population with regards to race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status; (2) schools had records of 
improving achievement scores based on state accountability systems; and (3) schools had been 
nationally recognized as leaders in DDDM practices” (Park & Datnow, p. 481). 
The practitioners in the Park and Datnow (2009) study were positioned in school systems 
that emphasized the use of data as a key improvement strategy. These school systems built 
support structures and policies to develop teacher ability to use data for decision-making to 
improve teaching and learning. A great deal of resources and strategic planning went into 
increasing the capacity at the system and school levels for using data. From this study, it was 
determined that part of using data effectively required developing a process where data is 
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discussed openly without fears of repercussions. Park and Datnow explained, “The Adams 
District’s superintendent admitted that this took ‘courage’ and so framed data not as a game of 
‘gotcha, you’re doing a poor job’, but an acknowledgement that instructional strategies for 
groups or specific students were not effective” (p. 484). In addition to having high expectations 
for both teachers and students, administrators from these school systems acted as instructional 
leaders and attempted to model effective use of data. Modeling best practices is considered a 
large part of school systems’ strategies to build human capacity. Park and Datnow also noted that 
providing training on data management systems and data analysis is an important professional 
development strategy for developing data driven decision-making skills. Decision-making 
authority was spread over several levels and various groups to enable people to act on data. At all 
school sites, leadership teams were critical to building capacity for facilitating conversations 
around data as well as creating actions plans based on data analysis. School district personnel in 
this study also supported educators by providing time for teachers to learn from one another both 
within and across sites. School leaders viewed themselves as models in terms of facilitating 
discussions around data and also saw themselves as knowledge brokers (Park & Datnow). 
Leadership has evolved into a perspective focused on cognitive frameworks based on 
constructivist learning theories. It is important for reform efforts to take into consideration how 
practitioners make sense of policy and actions. School leaders must develop conditions that 
support educators and students in their interpretation and understanding of school improvement.  
 Teachers and administrators are connected throughout the reform process and successful 
whole-school reform relies on both. Reforming schools requires restructuring and reculturing the 
organization, which involves the reshaping and development of the roles of principals and 
teachers. Principals must develop school cultures that help establish the foundation for change; 
  59 
the role of the principal as an active and ongoing supporter of reform is critical to the success of 
a school-wide change effort (Datnow & Castellano, 2001). In order for principals to effectively 
guide change they must play an instructional leadership role, provide support for classroom 
teachers, create and maintain a sense of trust in the school, use positive micropolitics, create a 
professional community, and maintain momentum for continuous improvement (Datnow & 
Castellano, 2001). Trust refers to the willingness to participate in a relationship that involves 
being vulnerable to another person (Chhuon, Gilkey, Gonzalez, Daly, & Chrispeels, 2008). 
Teacher Perspectives on Evaluation Reform 
 The implementation of teacher evaluation reform policies is particularly complex. The 
shift from old to new evaluation systems generally necessitates incorporating multiple methods 
of assessing and evaluating teachers without having reached a district-wide consensus among 
teachers and administrators regarding how the new systems will function and how changes will 
unfold. There is some evidence suggesting teacher evaluation reforms offer promise for 
improving student outcomes, but there is currently little research evidence on participant 
perceptions and interpretations of these new evaluation systems (Jiang, Sporte, & Luppescu, 
2015). A 2014 study in the Chicago (IL) Public Schools found principals and teachers were 
positive about the new evaluation process, finding this process helpful in both framing 
conversations around instruction and reflection on practice (Jiang et al., 2015). This study drew 
on 32 interviews from a random sample of teachers and 2 years of survey data from more than 
12,000 teachers each year to measure perceptions of the clarity, practicality, and cost of the new 
system (Jiang et al., 2015). Relationships between those measures and teacher characteristics and 
indicators of leadership were explored.  
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 Results from this Chicago study indicated that teachers were generally positive about the 
new evaluation system. Teachers, however, remained apprehensive about the use of student 
growth in their evaluations. Beginning teachers were consistently more positive on all the 
measures than veteran teachers. Teachers were not as positive in their perceptions of how student 
growth is used in their evaluation (Jiang et al., 2015). There are several possible reasons for these 
teacher perceptions. The use of value-added metrics in individual teacher evaluations remains a 
point of contention in the public and scholarly discourse. The assessments on which value-added 
scores are based are themselves changing, which leads to uncertainty. Lastly, there is no 
consensus on how to measure student growth for teachers in grades and subjects that are not 
assessed on state accountability tests. There have been studies on the influence teacher 
evaluation reforms have on student learning and teacher perceptions regarding their work, 
including studies that found that increases in accountability pressure are linked to teachers 
perceiving increases in workload, decreases in teacher cohesion, decreases in teachers’ 
perceptions of control, decreases in teachers’ professional satisfaction, and teacher turnover 
(Lenhoff, Pogodzinski, Mayrowetz, Superfine, & Umpstead, 2018).  
Principal Perceptions of Teacher Evaluation Reforms 
 As changes are enacted in school systems, principals engage with sensemaking 
opportunities and often rely on their peers to assist with these sensemaking processes. The 
complexity of administration is cognitively demanding, as principals must make sense of all 
these tasks while considering how their actions will influence their identity as a school leader, 
affect their relationships within the school, and be received by their superiors at the district office 
(Reid, 2017). Principals must decide how carefully and critically they intend to evaluate teacher 
performance while taking into consideration relationships with their teachers and doing what is 
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best for the organization. This balancing act is sensitive and socially negotiated, as principals try 
to fairly critique teachers and hold them accountable for their performance, while also attempting 
to build trusting relationships with their faculty (Reid, 2017). 
 Revised teacher evaluation systems are not only new to principals but it also are new for 
teachers, who are experiencing numerous changes to polies and systems, including how often 
they are observed; how they are evaluated; and the stakes attached to revised policies in terms of 
hiring, tenure, and dismissal decisions (Reid, 2017). As a result of these recent changes, 
principals must make sense of teacher evaluations in their social context and must try to work 
with other organizational actors to interpret, explain, and deliver on how this process will look in 
practice (Reid, 2017). There is a current gap in the empirical literature on the socialization of 
principals around teacher evaluations.  
 Principals typically bear the burden of implementing new evaluation policies because 
they are the evaluators of teachers. An evaluator’s knowledge, characteristics, experience, and 
district context significantly affect their sensemaking and implementation of teacher evaluation 
policies (Lenhoff et al., 2018). Principals receive mixed messages about how to conduct teacher 
evaluations and their relationships with other individuals, including mentors, affects how they 
enact teacher evaluation reforms (Lenhoff et al., 2018). Organizational characteristics can 
influence collective sensemaking, including organizational structure, culture, stability, history, 
and resources.  
Teacher Trust in Central Office Administrators 
 Nationwide, schools’ uneven progress in raising achievement and reducing achievement 
gaps has shifted the reform focus from individual schools to the larger district organizational 
context. Considerable research supports the notion that top performing school systems are 
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distinguished by their capacity to continuously enact changes that produce better processes and 
outcomes for students across the entire system (Adams & Miskell, 2016). Capacity emerges 
through a relational context that supports information exchange, knowledge creation, and 
purposeful action. A move toward capacity building requires careful thought and action for how 
district leaders organize and coordinate the work of schools and teachers (Adams & Miskell, 
2016). Leaders who centralize too much control at the top of the organization threaten to stifle 
knowledge creation and adaptation at the school level, whereas too little coordination across 
schools tends to produce unequal learning opportunities and outcomes.  
 Balancing the right amount of control at the top and coordination across all levels poses a 
significant challenge for district leaders. Successful leadership requires a relational context that 
synchronizes district, school, and teacher actions. Relational context relies heavily on trust. Trust 
connects individuals and groups to a common purpose and promotes collaboration and 
cooperation among independent actors (Adams & Miskell, 2016). The school trust literature 
describes trust as an antecedent to important educational processes and outcomes: professional 
learning, instructional change, collective action, collaboration, knowledge creation, student 
achievement, motivation, and school performance (Adams & Miskell, 2016). Trust is limited to 
role-relationships within schools, and the research on trust and central office administration is 
scarce. The impoverished explanation for how decisions and actions made at the central office 
level affect the attitudes and behaviors of individuals whose collective actions can energize or 
constrain capacity.  
 The work of central office leaders is to build the social infrastructure by which schools 
create knowledge to accurately diagnose whether school improvement strategies are leading to 
more effective performance. In order for capacity to grow across a district, superintendents and 
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other central office leaders need to be trusted (Adams & Miskell, 2016). Capacity does not form 
simply by establishing quantitative performance targets, inputting new resources into schools, 
adopting new teacher evaluation models, and holding people accountable for student 
performance data (Adams & Miskell, 2016). However, capacity does grow as social and 
psychological barriers to change are replaced by a culture that values risk taking, 
experimentation, cooperation, and collective problem solving.  
 There are district stressors that may be related to how evaluators respond to teacher 
evaluation reforms and how they rate teachers during their evaluations (Lehhoff et al., 2017). 
Districts under financial pressure due to decreasing enrollment and the related decline in state 
funding may encourage principals to rate teachers more harshly, in order to help release teacher 
based on performance. School administrators might hesitate to administrator low teacher 
evaluation ratings if they are concerned about the public perception of having ineffective 
teachers. Research has found that union contracts and the local history of personnel management 
and teacher dismissal create supervisory traps for administrators that complicate and constrain 
the micropolitics of teacher-principal interactions (Lehhoff et al., 2017). 
Fear of Reform Policies Focused on Student Performance Data 
 A results-oriented educational reform movement can promote a culture of fear if the 
supervisory process and summative evaluation do not effectively account for all facets of 
teaching and learning and are primarily based on outputs (Young & Brewer, 2008). Educators 
are expected to demonstrate loyalty and commitment to a neoliberal culture that only values 
quantifiable measurements and gains (Young & Brewer, 2008). Teachers as well as 
administrators are expected to adopt work ethics and learning styles characterized by dynamic 
change in an effort to achieve improvements and greater production (Marks & Nance, 2007; 
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Young & Brewer, 2008). There is personal risk that teachers assume with evaluation processes, 
particularly when significant revisions occur, which may create fear and uncertainty (Young & 
Brewer, 2008).  
 School leaders and teachers describe a fundamental tension and conflict between the 
pressure to prepare their students for tests and to engage in innovative classroom practices 
(Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008). Educators note a constant threat of failure to meet benchmarks of 
NCLB had established a high-threat work environment that discouraged risk-taking behavior, 
innovation, and experimentation needed for favorable change (Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008). Those 
inside and outside of school organizations experience fear differently, and because they have 
differing role orientations and expectations, teachers and principals also experience it differently. 
All stakeholders work to prevent student achievement gaps, school violence, controversial 
ideologies in curriculum development, and poor skill development (Conley & Glasman, 2008). 
Teachers fear personal criticisms and attacks on their professional performance. Administrators 
fear that conflicting priorities, such as creating an equitable learning environment and a positive 
school climate put them in an impossible situation as the leaders of their schools (Conley & 
Glasman, 2008). Administrators are interested in limiting the loss of student learning associated 
with a lower quality of instruction through the changes to the teacher evaluation process, which 
contribute to improving the overall performance of the school (Conley & Glasman, 2008).  
The Role of Principals Within Teacher Evaluation Reform 
 The principal’s dual role as supervisor and evaluator can create some philosophical 
conflicts among educators. For example, it may be unclear to teachers whether their supervisors 
are seeking to guide and coach them to improve or if they are laying the groundwork for 
dismissal (Marzano et al., 2011). Marzano and colleagues (2011) argued the primary purpose of 
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the evaluation process should be to enhance teachers’ pedagogical skills to improve student 
learning, but they report that teachers often lack confidence that this goal is always the case. 
Teachers’ preexisting knowledge and existing classroom routines influence their understanding 
of new policy messages and subsequent policy implementation (Brezicha, Bergmark, & Mitra, 
2014). Teachers adapt their practice in part through communication with principals and others in 
formal and informal exchanges (Brezicha et al., 2014).  
Leaders play an important role in shaping and developing the social networks within the 
school and school system that can either facilitate or constrain reforms. Principals can create 
environments that encourage collegiality and growth through collaborative opportunities 
(Brezicha et al., 2014). They also can increase a teacher’s sense of trust and security by helping 
provide a supportive, just, collaborative, and cooperative environment (Brezicha et al., 2014). 
How teachers learn about reform policies also influences the implementation of reforms in 
practice. The level of teachers’ participation in a school’s decision making processes can 
strongly influence their sensemaking of policy implementation (Brezicha et al., 2014). 
The Role of Trust in the Enactment of Reform Policies 
Studies of trust as a factor in school improvement have begun to illuminate the actions 
leaders take that positively alter the school culture (Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008). Trust 
relationships involve risk, reliability, vulnerability, and expectation (Brewster & Railsback, 
2003). Increasing levels of trust between central office, principals, and teachers will depend to an 
extent on the school’s specific context: school size, culture, stability and turnover, history, and 
quality of existing relationships among faculty and administrators. Teachers’ levels of receptivity 
to and support for principals’ efforts to improve trust make a difference in their effectiveness 
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(Brewster & Railsback, 2003). Trust is a critical factor for school effectiveness and an integral 
part of positive school leadership (Chhuon et al., 2008). 
Trust supports the development of teacher knowledge, skills, and abilities that make 
reform enactment possible (Cosner, 2009). Trust is essential for collaboration among educators, 
enabling them to work together to develop a shared understanding of reform. Cosner (2009) 
noted, 
trust in an individual or group depends on the belief that he, she, or it (a) makes good-
faith efforts to behave in accordance with any commitments both explicit or implicit, (b) 
is honest in whatever negotiations preceded such commitments, and (c) does not take 
excessive advantage of another even when the opportunity is available. (p. 255) 
 
Trust is a significant factor for teacher supervision and evaluation. Trust among educators has 
been linked to increased collaboration, engagement in organizational citizenship behaviors, 
promotion of risk-tolerant climates, and academic improvement, while its absence can lead to 
anxiety and isolation (Daly, 2009). Teachers must trust their supervisors in order to be positively 
motivated to achieve improvements in their teaching and learning practices (Tuytens & Devos, 
2010).  
Effective principals create an organizational culture of cooperation rather than 
competition, which is likely to have a significant effect on the trusting and trustworthy behavior 
of participants (Daly, 2009). The state of Illinois requires public school principals to implement 
and incorporate a student growth component through both supervision and evaluation. 
Supervision is non-evaluative and supports professional growth, while evaluation requires the 
principal’s professional judgment when determining the teacher’s summative performance 
assessment (Tuytens & Devos, 2010). If principals do not create a school climate in which 
teachers feel supported and valued as professionals, the evaluation process potentially will create 
tensions between teachers and principals. Establishing a trusting, supportive school culture 
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facilitates a more positive and productive experience with teacher supervision and evaluation 
(Tuytens & Devos, 2010).  
Supporting principals as instructional leaders demands talented central office 
administrators whose foremost responsibility is to establish trust. The research on trust in schools 
provides insights into effective leadership and within-school site relationships. However, little is 
known about the processes by which trust is constructed between school principals and central 
office administrators. Significant and effective district reform requires central office 
administrators and principals to collaborate, which will lead to productive conflict and the 
creation of a goal-oriented culture that then can cascade to the school level (Chhuon et al., 2008). 
Only through high-trust relationships is it likely that central office administrators, school 
principals, teachers, and other school district shareholders can create a compelling vision of 
reform that others wish to share. It is also the only way to work through disagreements and 
conflicts to reach consensus on needed strategic actions. During this time of high-stakes 
accountability, principals and district office administrators often feel vulnerable. The key 
concept of relational trust is the way in which an individual or a group interprets the behavior of 
another and decides to take a risk, often based on perceptions of competence or reliability 
(Chhuon et al., 2008). 
 If educators are to become more professional in their orientation, enabling policies should 
be implemented to foster enhanced trust between teachers and school leaders (Tschannen-Moran, 
2009). High trust environments with open communication channels establish an organization 
with a competitive advantage in times of flux and change. Schools that support high levels of 
trust promote communication that flows more easily and resources that are shared, so that they 
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can be distributed in ways that will have the greatest benefit for those within the organization 
(Tschannen-Moran, 2009). 
Hoy, Gage, and Tarter (2006) stated that benevolence, predictability, competence, 
honesty, and openness are the five elements of trust. Trust makes it possible to make oneself 
vulnerable to another, and reciprocal trust is an important component of schools (Hoy et al.). 
Educators in organizations with high trust levels have been found to be more likely to seek new 
ideas, reach out to the community, and commit to organizational goals (Daly, 2009). The new 
standards and measures of accountability have created a climate in which trust in schools has 
taken on added urgency and importance. 
Recent research on trust as a factor in school improvement has identified various actions 
leaders can take to create a positive school culture. Schools with higher levels of engaged 
teachers have teachers who expressed higher levels of trust in their colleagues (Louis et al., 
2010). Principals can build trust indirectly through supportive behavior, but they cannot make 
teachers trust one another through direct action (Louis et al., 2010). Trust has been shown to 
predict how educators interpret their superiors’ ability to carry out more challenging and 
transformational leadership functions such as adopting new initiatives and policy 
implementation. In order to promote trust, school policies should demonstrate trust in faculty. A 
growing body of research supports the link between greater faculty trust, elements of a leader’s 
professional goals, and the willingness of participants to exceed their minimum contractual 
obligations (Tschannen-Moran, 2009). 
Accountability and Student Achievement 
 Educational accountability, which includes both efficiency and competition, dominates 
the current political arena in education. Accountability has influenced states, such as Illinois, to 
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develop test-based teacher evaluations in an attempt to quantify teachers’ efficacy on student 
learning (Bolyard, 2015). Accountability efforts have attempted to bridge public interests and the 
performance of schools with a general agreement on the following: assessing the quality of 
schools must occur by carefully examining the school’s output; learning can be measured as a 
form of cost-effectiveness; stakeholders have a right to know about the school’s costs and 
outputs; and accountability will provide a stimulus for enhanced performance (Bolyard, 2015). 
Managerial accountability in education has resulted from a changing ideological framework, 
specifically the rise of neoliberalism and capitalism. These changes have resulted in 
reconfiguration of the relationship between evaluators and teachers, from a political relationship 
to an economic relationship (Bolyard, 2015).  
 By evaluating a teacher through his/her students’ growth, the concerns are that the 
evaluation system implies that teachers are responsible for test scores. It is difficult to hold 
teachers solely responsible for test scores assuming that they have control over the circumstances 
that affect a student’s performance on a test (Bolyard, 2015). The 1966 Coleman report found 
that socioeconomic status, home life, and peer culture had a greater influence on student learning 
than did curriculum and instruction (Bolyard, 2015). However, according to Hattie (2012) 
teachers are among the most powerful influences in student learning. Home life and peer 
influence also affect student learning, which is not calculated in student growth and can 
negatively impact teacher’s evaluations. Assuming that each factor is associated with student 
performance, it can be argued that teachers should not be held exclusively responsible for 
growth. Since many parties share a role in contributing to a student’s success, then it would seem 
logical that shared responsibility to improve student success is necessary (Bolyard, 2015). 
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Blame, however, decreases the likelihood for collective action. Individuals focus on identifying 
those responsible and thus lose sight of the change they want to achieve.  
Tenure Reform and Teacher Quality 
 A focus on teacher tenure is a natural outgrowth of the large body of research showing 
that differences between individual teachers can have profound effects on student achievement. 
Some estimates show the difference between having an effective teacher versus an ineffective 
teacher are equivalent to more than a full grade level of student test achievement prior to entering 
high school (Goldhaber & Walch, 2016). Recent debates about teacher tenure have centered on 
whether revised evaluation processes make it nearly impossible to dismiss ineffective tenured 
teachers. Tenure does not preclude teachers from being fired; rather it requires that just cause and 
due process precede a firing. Due process laws vary by state, but, in general, tenured teachers are 
entitled to a hearing, and districts must provide evidence of misconduct before a tenured teacher 
is fired (Goldhaber & Walch, 2016). Evidence suggests that very few tenured teachers are ever 
fired. In Illinois, only 44 of 100,000+ tenured teachers were dismissed from 1991 to 1997 
(Goldhaber & Walch, 2016). There are arguments that weakening tenure will lead to a lower-
quality teacher workforce. Arguably, weakening this aspect of a teacher’s performance 
responsibilities could make it a less desirable profession.  
 Nearly all states have tenure laws, but since 2010, many have weakened the tenure-based 
job protections. One push for this revision was the U.S. Department of Education’s Race to the 
Top program that called for using teacher evaluations to inform decisions regarding removing 
ineffective tenured and untenured teachers and principals after they have had ample opportunities 
to improve (Goldhaber & Walch, 2016). The recent court case Vergara v. California (2014) 
struck down tenure-related provisions of the California Education Code as unconstitutional, with 
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California Superior Court Judge Rolf Treu writing that ineffective teachers undermine the ability 
of children to succeed in school (Goldhaber & Walch, 2016).  
 Arguments about the potential effects of tenure reform are clear, but there is little 
empirical evidence that directly speaks to their merits. On one side of the debate are the teachers’ 
unions, which advocate that the due process provisions of tenure are an important disincentive to 
unjust dismissals (Goldhaber & Walch, 2016). The job security afforded by tenure likely helps 
make teaching a more attractive profession than it may be otherwise, perhaps drawing more 
talent into teaching. On the other side of the debate are tenure reformers who make two distinct 
arguments against rewarding tenure early in a teacher’s career. They believe tenure diminishes 
the economic incentives for individuals to grow and develop professionally, and tenure limits the 
ability to use the possibility of dismissal as a key workforce quality management tool (Goldhaber 
& Walch, 2016).  
Conceptual Framework: The Role of Principal Sensemaking of Policy Reform 
 This study used sensemaking as a conceptual framework to understand how principals 
interpret policy reform in Illinois. Educational leaders must engage in sensemaking to understand 
complex problems and lead change. The implementation of PERA in Illinois public schools 
requires educational leaders to make sense of the current circumstances, take into consideration 
multiple perspectives, and then understand how the organizational environment reacts to the 
teacher evaluation reforms (Weick, 1995). Weick (1995) described sensemaking as based on 
communication practices and identifies seven characteristics that serve to inform organizational 
leaders about the complexity of understanding how the social interactions within their 
organizations influence decision-making and change. Weick noted seven aspects of 
sensemaking: 
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1. Grounded in identity construction: Individuals interpret events according to their own 
identity. 
2. Retrospective: Individuals make decisions based on their experiences and understanding 
of past events. 
3. Enactive and sensible environments: Individuals often produce part of their surroundings 
and they understand events in different ways. 
4. Social: Deeply grounded in communication between members. 
5. Ongoing: It never ceases. 
6. Affected by cues: People focus on their own interests unconsciously  
7. Driven by plausibility rather than accuracy: When people find an answer to a question 
they find plausible, they stop searching. No alternatives are sought or evaluated for 
deeper understandings. (p. 17) 
 
Sensemaking is particularly important in dynamic contexts, where the need to create and 
maintain coherent understandings that sustain relationships and enable collective action is both 
essential and challenging (Maitlis, 2005). Sensemaking occurs in organizations when members 
confront events, issues, and actions that are surprising or confusing, because how the event, 
issue, or action is interpreted will determine how educators and organizations make sense and 
move forward. Organizational sensemaking is a fundamentally social process in which 
organization members interpret their environment through interactions with others, developing 
accounts that allow them to comprehend the world, but more specifically their organization, and 
act collectively (Maitlis, 2005). 
The primary responsibility for the school district’s policy implementation at the school 
level rests with the principal. Yet, the state also holds central office administrators accountable 
for creating conditions to facilitate policy understanding and implementation fidelity (Tuytens & 
Devos, 2010); therefore, central office leaders have a duty to help school principals understand 
the rationale behind policy reforms and develop skills and strategies to implement these reforms 
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within their schools. This study employed the theoretical framework of sensemaking to 
understand how principals interpreted Illinois teacher evaluation regulations and implemented 
them within their schools. Anagnostopoulos and Rutledge (2007) reported that how principals 
make sense of and implement reform policies through their preexisting world views, professional 
beliefs, and formal and informal networks can affect the success of the policy implementation. 
Central office administrators communicate district accountability policies to school principals 
and explain their intent, and principals are tasked with enacting these policies within their 
schools and interpreting them for their faculty (Coburn, 2005). This study examined how central 
office administrators work in collaboration with building-level administrators to shape how 
principals understand and interpret educational reform policies for teacher evaluation based on 
student growth and examined how the policy implementation affected levels of trust between 
principals and their faculty.  
Sensemaking can be viewed from many perspectives. For example, it can include 
structuring the unknown, explaining potential surprises, or the interaction of information seeking, 
and the associated responses (Weick et al., 2005). Sensemaking is about how people generate 
that which they interpret (Weick et al., 2005). Weick (1995) pointed to the challenges of 
environmental uncertainty and problem definition as occasions for sensemaking. Three elements 
characterize the initiation of sensemaking: a frame, a cue, and a connection. It is clear that 
sensemaking processes can vary significantly and in a variety of ways. A novel or unexpected 
event leads to an emotional reaction, which signals the need for and energizes the sensemaker to 
develop an understanding of the situation. Once energized, sensemaking entails connecting 
“cues” to “frames” (Weick).  
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Cues act as a point of reference and can include a wide range of elements. Sensemaking 
research has tended to focus on cues that are physical, such as wind and heat, technical 
information, or spoken words, written texts, and actions (Weick, 1995). As such, cues are 
“simple, familiar structures from which people develop a larger sense of what may be occurring” 
(Weick, 1995, p. 50). They are the concrete foundation of sensemaking—the raw material from 
which sense is ultimately made. In Weick’s analysis of sensemaking by firefighters in a 
significant disaster, for example, cues included flames, smoke, and wind. In order for cues to 
influence sensemaking, they need to be made comprehensible. Frames render what would 
otherwise be meaningless aspects of a scene into something meaningful. The outcome of 
sensemaking is a new account of the world that connects cues and frames in a meaningful and 
actionable way (Weick). 
 Central office administrators are responsible for facilitating policy sensemaking for 
educators throughout their school districts. The central office interpretation of federal, state, and 
school district policies significantly influences each district’s decisions and directions of 
strategic reforms (Maitlis, 2005), as well as the ways that principals are asked to implement 
reforms. Sensemaking theory provides guidance in exploring how principals have adapted, 
interpreted, and implemented teacher evaluation reform policy. Facilitating change requires 
action that is grounded in principals’ communication about change, interpretation of policy, 
development of culture, and effects on the social structures within their schools (Coburn, 2001). 
Sensemaking is collective because it is rooted in social interaction and negotiation; it also is 
social in the sense that it deeply reflects teachers’ embedded contexts (Coburn, 2001). These 
social constructs shape sensemaking processes by influencing patterns of social interactions 
throughout the organization.  
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Accountability systems have placed tremendous pressure on school leaders and educators 
to meet rising expectations to equip students for college and careers. Effective teachers have a 
direct influence on student achievement gains and also influence the quality of the learning 
environment (Pazey & Sledge, 2013). Traditionally, district and school leaders have paid little 
attention to variations in teacher performance, as well as their ability to positively influence 
student learning, and they have not been fully effective in recognizing teachers’ individual 
differences and varying growth needs. Most teachers traditionally have received positive 
performance evaluations, and their varying contributions to student progress have had relatively 
little influence on student achievement (Pazey & Sledge, 2013). Teacher evaluation systems 
traditionally have relied upon observations of classroom practices and other measures, such as 
portfolios and professional goals (Pazey & Sledge, 2013). At the beginning of the 21st century, 
standardized test scores for thousands of Illinois students led to an increase in the use of value-
added measures (Pazey & Sledge, 2013) to predict academic outcomes based on teacher 
effectiveness. Reformers began to explore the possibilities and implications of value-added 
measures of student growth in terms of differentiating effective teachers from ineffective 
teachers, and momentum to incorporate value-added scores as a measure of teacher effectiveness 
increased as a result of financial incentives provided through RttT initiatives (Pazey & Sledge, 
2013).  
Numerous challenges confront principals in the 21st century, including narrowing the 
achievement gap in their schools, serving as learning leaders, developing a positive and 
supportive school culture, ensuring student safety, hiring and developing quality teachers, and 
budget management. They can address these challenges through positive relationships and a 
commitment to excellence. Central office administrators provide principals with the necessary 
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training and professional development to implement and incorporate student growth into teacher 
evaluation. The quality of this ongoing professional development of principals can positively or 
negatively affect relationships between teachers and their principals. Figure 1 provides a 
framework that describes the influence of federal policies on relationships, cultures, and the 
ability to meet specific professional goals within schools. 
 
Figure 1. Educational reform policies focused on teacher evaluation and student growth. 
Research Related to Principal Sensemaking of Teacher Evaluation Reform 
 There is not an abundance of research related to principal sensemaking and teacher 
evaluation reform efforts. PERA and Illinois Senate Bill 7 do not have an extensive amount of 
research that has analyzed its effect on school culture. A study by Traughber (2015) focused on 
how middle school principals in Michigan understood teacher evaluation reforms and the impact 
it had on them helping teachers. Traughber’s primary purpose was to explore how three middle 
school principals interpreted what they must do to comply with Michigan's current teacher-
evaluation policy and how that understanding affects their work to help teachers develop 
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instructional practice. Data collection procedures include face-to-face interviews, principal 
observations, and reviewing teacher-evaluation artifacts. Traugher noted three findings:  
context mattered as school districts made a difference in terms of how the principals 
made sense of and implemented teacher-evaluation policy; the middle school principal's 
job requirements increased due to teacher-evaluation legislation or district policy; and 
each of the principals described collaborating with teachers as a way to help develop 
instructional practice. (p. 98) 
 
 Research has provided a range of information pertaining to teacher evaluation, 
sensemaking, and the principalship; however, there is little research that links how principals 
understand and make sense of teacher evaluation reform policy. Ponticell and Zepeda (2004) 
studied how teachers and principals perceived evaluation practices and the documented results in 
two Southwestern states, but this study occurred years before federal student growth reforms 
were implemented. Also, the Ponticell and Zepeda study did not include Illinois teacher 
evaluation requirements. Over 100 elementary and secondary school teachers enrolled in 
administrator preparation programs in two public universities in two Southwestern states and 
their principals participated in this study. Ponticell and Zepeda analyzed essays, interviews, and 
focus group notes through content analysis. The study found that neither supervision nor 
evaluation are done particularly well and that legal requirements of supervision and evaluation 
places principals in a hierarchical position over teachers. The principal determines the time, 
nature, and extent of supervision and evaluation. The principal observes, monitors, and checks 
the teacher and informs the teacher regarding what needs to be changed or improved. 
 Using qualitative methods, Meyer (2015) explored how K-12 public school principals in 
the state of Washington “made sense” of the experience of being reassigned under that state’s 
RttT provisions. The conceptual frames related to human costs, sensemaking, and Kübler-Ross’s 
Grief Construct (1969) were used to guide the research. In-depth interviews were conducted with 
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six principals to explore their experiences of reassignment. Meyer noted the following themes: 
(a) costs of reassignment associated with RttT policy implementation, (b) principal critique of 
this type of policy approach, and (c) the sensemaking journey of each principal affected by 
reassignment. Meyer concluded that RttT was an extreme approach providing little benefit, was 
too restrictive, and offered limited principal opportunities for leading reform efforts.  
Two dissertation studies (Anderson, 2018; Conrad, 2018) were recently conducted 
exploring teacher evaluation reforms in Illinois public school districts. Conrad (2018) focused on 
how micropolitics have influenced the implementation of teacher evaluation reforms. This mixed 
methods study used a conceptual framework based on education policy implementation theory 
and micropolitics of personnel evaluation. Findings revealed small increases in the use of 
improvement levers and tenured teacher dismissals following the reforms, but the actual number 
of underperforming educators identified was low compared to estimates of underperformance by 
evaluators and that has been reported in the literature (Conrad). Principals interviewed reported 
that joint committees in their districts, comprised of teachers and administrators, created 
procedures for student growth measures and summative ratings that were favorable to educators, 
which ultimately increased the teachers’ overall summative evaluation ratings. Conrad concluded 
that strategic decisions by evaluators included deferral of low summative ratings due to pending 
teacher retirements, avoidance or discomfort to hold difficult conversations regarding teacher 
underperformance, and an increased workload and paperwork involved with the teacher 
evaluation process and development and monitoring of improvement plans for underperforming 
teachers.  
A case study by Anderson (2018) examined principals’ sensemaking of SLO policy 
implementation in one Illinois school district. Sensemaking theory and distributive cognition 
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theory were cognitive frameworks used to analyze the conceptual data. The findings from this 
study demonstrated that training experiences varied for principals, which led to different 
experiences with principals’ sensemaking and implementation within their schools. Principals 
believed that increased accountability was the intention of policy makers, and they relied on the 
district’s SLO guidebook as an essential artifact for completing the SLO process with their 
teachers. Principals experienced challenges with the implementation process, preferring 
classroom observational data over SLO data when assessing teacher performance and relying on 
conversations with teachers when questioning rigor of student growth goals. Principals reported 
that the process had become yet another requirement for them to complete, which added to the 
increasing complexity of their administrative roles. Anderson found that principals and teachers 
believed SLOs improved teachers’ skills with creating assessments, increased collaboration time, 
and required a significant amount of time for completion. 
My study pertained strictly to the Illinois teacher evaluation reform requirements that 
high school principals must understand and implement successfully. Framing the study in the 
context of recent teacher evaluation reforms and their implementation within the high school 
context can provide important insights for educational leaders who work at this organizational 
level. More research and understanding are needed for principals who are responsible for making 
sense of reform policies and implementing necessary changes within our educational system. 
There is minimal research that addresses how superintendents and central office support 
building principals’ sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform related to PERA and Illinois 
Senate Bill 7. This study analyzed how superintendents and central office support building 
principals as they seek to effectively implement teacher evaluation reform requirements. The 
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new reform mandates affecting building relationships between administrators and faculty depend 
on many factors, including trust and sensemaking. 
Summary 
 To date, central office support of principal sensemaking in Illinois during the 
implementation of the new Illinois teacher evaluation reform policies has not been specifically 
researched. This chapter described the evolution of accountability in education and the role the 
federal government had in policy development to improve student learning. Three studies of the 
effects of PERA and Senate Bill 7 were analyzed for data: Steindorf (2015), Bullis (2014), and 
Nasso (2015). The different phases of educational reform were articulated to help establish the 
context for teacher evaluation reforms in the state of Illinois. There is an expanded focus on 
student learning, which points to the important role of the principal as the school’s instructional 
leader. Illinois PERA and Senate Bill 7 have changed the teacher evaluation process for school 
districts. Educational leaders engage in sensemaking in order to understand how to effectively 
implement PERA and Illinois Senate Bill 7 in their respective building or district. As will be 
described in Chapter 3, this study used the theoretical framework of sensemaking to understand 
how central office leaders supports principal interpretation of the Illinois teacher evaluation 
mandates and implementation within their schools. 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
 The ability of school district leaders, school principals, and building-level administrative 
teams to effectively influence student learning through the analysis of student performance data 
and teacher evaluation processes is critical for improving learning for all students. This multi-site 
case study examined how central office administrators in two school districts promoted high 
school principals’ sensemaking of teacher evaluations systems that are focused on student 
growth, which assisted them with implementing these evaluation reforms within their schools. 
This chapter contains the research questions, a description of the methodology, the population, 
sample selection, data collection methodology, and data analysis procedures that were utilized 
for the study.  
Research Questions 
 This study addressed the following research questions: 
1. How do central office administrators support principal sensemaking and implementation 
of the reform mandates for the teacher evaluation process?  
 
2. To what extent have principal-teacher relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois 
state teacher evaluation policies?  
 
3. How have restructured teacher supervision and evaluation changed relationships among 
central office leaders, building administrators, and faculty?  
 
Research Design 
 This study employed qualitative research methods. In selecting a research design, it was 
important to take into consideration the research problem, along with any and all philosophical 
assumptions. The researcher’s experiences and knowledge also shape the procedures and the 
collection and analysis of the data (Creswell, 2012). This research employed a multi-site case 
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study approach (Creswell, 2012). Understanding the philosophical assumptions behind 
qualitative research begins with assessing where it lies within the overall process of research. 
 The philosophical assumptions within this qualitative study are key premises that are 
folded into interpretive frameworks. Qualitative researchers believe meaning is embedded in 
people’s experiences, and the researcher interprets this experience through his/her own 
perceptions (Merriam, 2009). This study aligns with the social constructivist worldview due to 
the need to identify how central office leaders support high school principals as they make sense 
of educational reform policies and engage in the implementation process. This research relies 
heavily on the participants’ perceptions of changes to the Illinois teacher evaluation system and 
then the professional interactions that follow the interpretation and implementation of the reform 
policies (Creswell, 2012). 
 A multi-site case study was an appropriate research method because it provided personal 
experiences and perspectives directly linked to a specific implementation process of the new 
mandates. Data collected provided a greater level of research depth due to personal backgrounds, 
history, and relationships that were established throughout this research process. A multi-site 
case study approach helped to develop a more complete understanding of the thought processes 
and behaviors of central office administrators and building-level administrators as they sought to 
understand, design, and implement changes to their districts’ teacher evaluation process and the 
support they provided to teachers throughout the process. It was imperative that I, as the 
researcher, took a holistic approach to this case study to truly understand all internal and external 
factors that influenced the decision-making process for both central office administrators and 
building-level administrators.  
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Population, Site Selection, and Participants 
 I conducted a multi-site case study of two different public high school districts that 
differed in student population, per pupil spending, and student test scores, which enabled me, as 
the researcher, to focus the qualitative research methods for greater depth of understanding. I 
selected one high school within each school district to closely examine practices within a school 
setting. Selecting high school districts allowed me to compare and contrast the teacher evaluation 
processes within two different organizational contexts with different demographics. As a high 
school administrator, my familiarity with specific curriculum disciplines and administrative roles 
helped increase the depth of understanding and provided an informed path to accurate analysis 
and conclusions. It was important to build trust between myself and the participants, and my 
professional background and shared experiences helped relationships to quickly develop and a 
level of trust to be established for authentic data collection. 
The high school districts were selected using a purposeful sampling method, which is 
common for qualitative studies. Creswell (2012) recommended that purposeful sampling be 
utilized to gather multiple perspectives pertaining to the implementation of the changes to the 
teacher evaluation system for a specific site.  
 Potential case study sites included any public high school district in Illinois. According to 
the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE, 2015), all school districts were required to begin 
using new teacher evaluation systems that incorporated student growth measures by the 2016-17 
school year. According to the ISBE website, in 2016-17 there were 855 public school districts in 
Illinois, consisting of 387 unit districts, 368 elementary districts, and 96 high school districts. 
Obtaining nominations required the assistance from the Illinois Principals Association (IPA), 
Illinois Regional Offices of Education (ROE), and my professional networks. In October and 
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November 2017, I contacted IPA officials and ROE administrators by telephone to request 
nominations of possible sites for the study. Those who were contacted were asked to recommend 
a school district that fit the following criteria: 
 The district had fully implemented PERA and Illinois Senate Bill 7 teacher evaluation 
reform process for at least 2 years. 
 The district had been recognized within the educational community, including their 
respective ROE, as an exemplar site for leading the educational reform process related to 
PERA. 
 The district superintendent and high school principal had served in their positions in the 
district for at least 3 years. 
 Central office administration provided support and professional development regarding 
PERA and the new state regulations. 
 There had been some level of professional development on the teacher evaluation 
revisions provided to the building administrators and faculty.  
 By the 2017-18 school year, all schools were required to implement the evaluation reform 
mandates and every school had met the required mandates of the ROE related to PERA. The 
ROEs suggested I contact school district leaders directly to obtain information pertaining to 
teacher evaluation processes and principal and superintendent tenure. The IPA recommended six 
high school districts, providing the names of contact persons. All six high school districts 
recommended by the IPA met the criteria for the case study. Once nominations were obtained, 
then information pertaining to the following were considered prior to determining the case study 
site: academic performance, the number of building administrators and their tenure, number of 
students and faculty, student diversity, administrative and their years of experience, and 
geographic locations. As potential sites were identified, superintendents were contacted to 
inform them of their nomination and to confirm their willingness to participate in the study 
(Appendix A). All six superintendents were contacted regarding the study; only two responded 
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back to me. Both superintendents were provided the study’s requirements which included 
participant participation by the superintendent, central office administrators, building principal, 
department chairs/division heads, and a representative sampling of faculty. After superintendents 
were provided information pertaining to the study, I contacted them for brief 10-15 minute 
telephone interviews to determine whether they met the study’s criteria. After gaining 
superintendent approval from both Forest District (a pseudonym) and River District (a 
pseudonym) for the study, I identified which schools within both districts were most similar in 
demographics and student achievement. Pseudonyms are used throughout this study, to maintain 
confidentiality. Campbell High School and John Casey High School were very similar, and I 
received permission from both superintendents to conduct the study at both schools. Campbell 
High School and John Casey High School are both located in the suburbs of Chicago, with 
nearly 2,000 students and a graduation rate at 89% or higher. Both high schools have higher than 
25% low-income and higher than 25% Hispanic population. Both principals and superintendents 
have been in their respective positions for more than 5 years. Case descriptions of these two 
school districts are included in Chapter 4. Seven observations and 23 interviews were conducted 
throughout the 14 months of this case study. 
Ethical Considerations and Validity 
 Ethical considerations related to protection of all participants requires assurance that the 
researcher is trustworthy in carrying out the case study in an ethical manner (Merriam, 2009). 
Participants is a term used in qualitative research to describe the individuals being studied, which 
connotes inclusion and willingness to cooperate. The validity and reliability of the study heavily 
depends on the ethics and credibility of the researcher, which is validated through the experience, 
training, track record, status, and presentation of self (Merriam, 2009). 
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 Approval to conduct this research was obtained from the Institutional Review Board at 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Each participant was provided with an informed 
consent form prior to interviews and observations (Appendix B), which clearly articulated the 
participants’ rights as human subjects. Individuals agreeing to participate in the study were 
required to sign this form, in which they noted that their participation was voluntary. I conducted 
interviews and observations at the district office and at the school buildings. All names of the 
schools and the participants are pseudonyms for confidentiality purposes. Throughout the study, 
I assured all participants that their identity was protected and there was no identifiable 
information within the study. Interview questions and observation protocols guided 
researcher/participant interactions for comparable data collection and consistency.  
 Validity, reliability, and ethics are important considerations in qualitative research 
(Merriam, 2009). To ensure there was internal validity, I applied the following credibility 
measures: triangulation of data, interpretations verified with individuals interviewed or observed, 
extended stay on the study site, asked peers to comment on emerging findings, and clarified my 
biases and assumptions through describing my personal background and perspectives with 
participants (Merriam, 2009). Interview transcripts were returned to each participant for member 
checks to ensure that their responses were recorded correctly and to allow each participant an 
opportunity to revise or expand upon their responses (Krathwohl & Smith, 2005). The themes 
that emerged were shared with participants to confirm the accuracy of the transcripts and the true 
representation of their views. Reliability and consistency in the findings were provided by 
explaining the theory underlying the study and how the data were derived from the study. Lastly, 
as the researcher, it was important for me to be conscious of the ethical issues that exist 
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throughout the research process and how personal philosophical orientation factors within these 
issues.  
Data Collection Procedures 
 Data were collected for 14 months, from January 2018 through February 2019, through 
semi-structured interviews of building leaders and central office administrators, focus group 
interviews with department chairs/division heads, focus group interviews with teachers, site 
observations, and document analysis. Interviewing was the primary data collection method used 
in this case study, with conversations occurring in the natural setting of each participant’s 
environment. Data from observations conducted during professional development experiences 
and teacher evaluations focused on language, observed behaviors of administrators and faculty, 
the evaluation process and levels of support provided to both principals and faculty. Document 
and observation analysis focused on the language and framework of each building’s teacher 
evaluation formal plan.  
School personnel interviews. Because this reform requires changes to the teacher 
evaluation process, it was important to interview those affected by the changes, which included 
central office administrators, principals, department chairs/division heads, and a sampling of 
teachers who are required to include the student growth component in their teacher evaluation 
processes. The goal was to gather a representative sampling of administrator and teacher 
perceptions in order to ensure there are enough perspectives on the reform requirements to 
determine whether the principal’s sensemaking effectively supported necessary changes to the 
teacher evaluation process. 
Individual interviews of the superintendents, central office administrators, principals, 
focus group interviews with department chairs/division heads, and focus group interviews of 
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teachers lasted approximately 45-60 minutes each. Interview protocols for each educator group 
are contained in Appendices C-F. The semi-structured approach maintained a consistent format 
for questioning aligned with each professional position, while providing an opportunity for 
additional questions that lead to deeper conversations. The individual interviews of select 
administrators helped me access perspectives without influence from other responses. Interviews 
were audio-recorded, which allowed replay and accuracy of interview responses when 
transcribing. The superintendent, central office administrators, principals, assistant principals, 
department chairs/division heads, and teachers were interviewed with the understanding 
additional interviews may be necessary depending on the data collected from the first round of 
interviews. Follow up interviews were conducted with superintendents, central office 
administrators, principals, and assistant principals.  
 Qualitative interviews provide opportunities for mutual discovery, understanding, 
reflection, and explanation via a path that is organic (Tracy, 2013). Interviewing enables the 
researcher to explore complex phenomena that may otherwise be hidden or unseen. Researchers 
must examine what data are collected in an interview and how the interview is accomplished 
through active negotiated interaction (Tracy, 2013). The theoretical framework of sensemaking 
was embedded in the semi-structured interview protocols, as well as the follow-up interviews.  
 Observations. To better understand principal sensemaking in regard to the changes to the 
teacher evaluation process, it was necessary to observe the initiatives in action. Although the 
observation data differs between both case study sites in the study, all data collected related to 
teacher development and the teacher evaluation process. Qualitative observations of participants 
allowed me to use an additional data source, permitting me to triangulate the data through 
including the observations of participants, interviews, and free response surveys. Observations 
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enabled me to visualize what is not uncovered during the interviews and through other data 
collection methods, because participants may have had reservations during the interview process 
or during the other data collection opportunities (Creswell, 2012); additionally, observations 
provided an opportunity to confirm participants’ perceptions and descriptions of school/district 
teacher evaluation practices.  
Observations of professional development opportunities provided by both central office 
administrators and building principals and administrator meetings in which the teacher 
evaluation process was reviewed were valuable data sources. There were three formal 
observations at Campbell High School and three formal observations at John Casey High School 
and District. Field notes from these meetings captured examples of how the central office leaders 
make sense of the modifications to the teacher evaluation system along with how principals then 
communicate their own sensemaking of these changes. Prior to observations, informed consent 
was requested from all participants. Participants who declined consent did not have their 
information or comments included in field notes. Field notes from the observation of the 
professional development opportunities focused on the participants’ communication of the 
changes to the teacher evaluation process and what support systems were put in place to ensure a 
successful implementation and ongoing refinement of the process. Observation notes were 
transcribed, removing all personal information, and were emailed to the participants from each 
observation session for member checking. 
Three observations were conducted within River District. One observation at Campbell 
High School was a new teacher training, which included a presentation about the district’s 
teacher evaluation process and related materials. Two observations involved summative 
evaluation conferences held between the teacher and high school principal, which included the 
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use of their revised evaluation system Standard for Success. Informal observations also were 
conducted during each site visit due to the relationship developed with the Campbell High 
School and the River District team. 
 Four observations were conducted in Forest District, the other case study site. 
Observations conducted at John Casey High School and Forest District included three help 
sessions, which were voluntary professional development opportunities for all faculty members 
focusing on the district’s teacher evaluation process and intended to answer questions pertaining 
to the process. These presentations were aligned with Forest District’s required pre-conference, 
post-conference, mid-point conference, and summative meetings for all teachers who were 
scheduled for evaluations during the current year.  
Documents. Written documents that were voluntarily provided by the principals, central 
office administrators, and/or faculty members were analyzed. Documents collected from 
Campbell High School and River District included the Campbell High School Formal 
Observation Expectations and Procedures, Full-Time Non-Tenured Professional Development 
Evaluation Program Timeline, and the River District Faculty Individual Professional 
Development and Evaluation Program. This information included professional development 
resources, teacher evaluation handbooks, handouts, and building- or district-level professional 
development workshops related to the teacher evaluation procedures. The Forest District Faculty 
Evaluation Plan was provided, as well as teacher evaluation handouts and powerpoints that were 
shared with faculty. These resources were used to triangulate evidence as well as to support 
emerging themes discovered through the interviews and observations.  
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Data Analysis Procedures 
 Qualitative data analysis can be conceptualized as an inductive and deductive process that 
has a beginning, middle, and end (Merriam, 2009). Analyzing data begins with an inductive 
method and then moves to a method that includes both inductive and deductive analysis during 
the middle phase, and ends with a deductive method (Merriam, 2009). Interviews were 
transcribed and field notes were transformed into written text for identifying significant themes. 
Content analysis also was conducted of the documents (Mayer, 2015). Coding schemes were 
derived deductively from theory or inductively from data. Deriving meanings of data represented 
a critical and difficult step in the process, and it included activities such as identifying properties 
of categories, examining relationships between them, and uncovering patterns (Mayer, 2015). 
 Emergent themes were identified from the qualitative data collected and coded during the 
inductive phase, with sensemaking theory guiding the analysis. The interviews, documents, and 
observational field notes were coded using a line-by-line method that involved making notations 
on the transcribed pages. Following the initial coding phase, the themes were tentatively 
identified, analyzed, and organized based on relevancy. Organization of the themes allowed data 
to be saved within that coded themed folder. After developing themes through the inductive 
process of coding, a deductive process was initiated to validate themes with data (Merriam, 
2009). Interpretation of the themes and data helped identify key lessons from the research 
(Creswell, 2009). Lastly, I had a peer, who is an expert in qualitative methods, review data and 
themes to ensure their accuracy. Themes and data analysis were interpreted with consideration of 
my personal perspectives along with the framework of sensemaking. Field notes from 
observations, transcribed interviews, document analysis, and emergent themes were shared with 
the appropriate personnel for approval, which included the superintendents, central office 
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administrators, principals, assistant principals, department chairs and division heads, and 
teachers of the two case study sites.  
 Table 1 provides a visual organization of the guiding research questions for this study, 
along with the participants and how data were collected. 
Table 1 
Data Collection and Analysis Matrix 
Research question(s) Collection sources How was the data collected? 
How do central office 
administrators support 
principal sensemaking and 
implementation of the reform 
mandates for the teacher 
evaluation process?  
 
 Principal 
 Superintendent and central 
office administrators 
 
 Interviews of the principal, 
central office administrators 
and the superintendent 
 Observations (Professional 
development, conferences) 
 Documentation (Teacher 
Evaluation Instruments) 
 
To what extent have principal-
teacher relationships changed 
as a result of revised Illinois 
state teacher evaluation 
policies?  
 
 Principal  
 Faculty 
 Interviews of teacher focus 
groups and the principal 
 Observations (Professional 
development, conferences 
How have restructured teacher 
supervision and evaluation 
changed relationships among 
central office leaders, building 
administrators, and faculty?  
 Central Office 
Administrators 
 Principal 
 Teachers 
 Interviews of the principal 
 Observations (Professional 
development, conferences) 
 
 
Summary 
 This chapter presented the research questions and discussed the methodology for the 
multi-site case study that examined how central office administrators promote principals’ 
sensemaking of teacher evaluations systems that are focused on student growth. Interviews, 
observations, and document reviews were strategies applied to develop a thorough and authentic 
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understanding and description of the case study sites. The qualitative data collected were coded 
for emergent themes throughout the case study. 
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Chapter 4 
Case Descriptions 
 This chapter provides detailed descriptions of the cases in this study, as well as the 
themes that were identified from the data analysis. Two Illinois high school districts were the 
case study sites, with a focus on an academically successful high school within each district. I 
chose one high school from each district as my focus, to provide more in-depth context and 
analysis. A multi-site case study methodology was utilized in the data collection that took place 
during the spring and summer months of 2018. Research was conducted over a 14-month period, 
encompassing January 2018 through February 2019. Nine one-on-one interviews were conducted 
at Forest District and John Casey High School, which included the following: the superintendent; 
the director of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; the principal; and one assistant principal. 
There were two focus group interviews at John Casey High School; one was conducted with 
three department chairs, and one included four teachers. There were eight one-on-one interviews 
at River District and Campbell High School, which included the superintendent, the associate 
superintendent for human resources, the principal, and one assistant principal. Of the two focus 
group interviews at Campbell High School, one included two division heads, and the other 
included five teachers. Pseudonyms are used to identify the names of individual participants, 
school sites, and districts. Triangulation was made by utilizing a variety of data sources, 
including participant interviews, observational data, and document analysis.  
Case A: Forest District  
 Forest District is a high school district located in the western suburbs of Chicago and 
serves three communities, as well as portions of five other communities. There are two major 
airports within 25 miles of these communities. The population breakdown of the three 
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communities is approximately 22,000 residents for community Z; 2,200 for community Y; and 
37,000 for community X. The approximate racial breakdown of community Z includes 67% 
White, 22% Hispanic, and 7% Asian. Community Y’s approximate racial identification includes 
81% White, 5% African American, 13% Asian, and 4% Hispanic. Community X’s approximate 
racial breakdown is 76% White, 3% African American, 8% Asian, 30% Hispanic. The 
communities served by Forest District have extensive industrial and commercial real estate 
holdings, and major highways run north, south, east, and west, dissecting the communities. 
Forest District. There are two high schools in Forest District that enroll approximately 
4,000 students. According to the Illinois Report Card website, both high schools were rated 
“Commendable” by ISBE for the 2017-18 school year. Four feeder schools, three 
“Commendable” and one “Underperforming,” feed into Forest District from three elementary 
districts. Forest District spends approximately $11,000 per pupil on instruction, which is $3,000 
more per pupil than the state’s average.  
Forest District has an 87% graduation rate, and 22% Chronic Absenteeism. The district is 
at 89% financial capacity to meet expectations, and 50% of students are low income. The 
racial/ethnic backgrounds of the students in Forest District are approximately 47% Hispanic; 
40% White; 5% Black; 7% Asian; and less than 1% American Indian, two or more races, and 
Pacific Islander. Approximately 14% of the district’s students receive Special Education 
services. There are nearly 7% of students who are identified as English Learners.  
 There are approximately 240 teachers in Forest District, and the average annual salary is 
nearly $100,000. Approximately 46% of the teachers are male and 54% are female. Of the 
faculty, 86% are White; 10% are Hispanic; 2% are Black; and 1% or less are Asian, American 
Indian, two or more races, and Pacific Islander. Almost 90% of the teachers have a master’s 
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degree or higher. There is a 21:1 ratio of students to teachers in Forest District. There is a 95% 
retention for teachers in the district, and approximately 75% of teachers have fewer than 10 
absences per year. As reported by the Illinois Report Card, all of the high school’s 239 teachers 
received a proficient or excellent rating for their summative evaluation in 2017-2018. There is a 
165:1 student-to-administrator ratio and the average administrator salary is nearly $130,000. The 
teacher attendance rate is around 74%, which is higher than the state’s 70.2% average. 
 Forest District administration. Numerous central office administrators are involved at 
some level in instruction and evaluation of teachers in Forest District. Dr. Robert Fitzgerald, the 
superintendent, oversees instructional leadership for the district. As an instructional leader for the 
district, Dr. Fitzgerald provides professional development for administrators and teachers related 
to teacher evaluation and best practices in the classroom. He also collaboratively determines the 
district academic goals and participates as a member of the Joint Committee. Dr. Fitzgerald 
supports teachers with resources and trainings related to best practices in the classroom. He has 
been with the district since 2001, when he was hired as principal of Ronald Reagan High School, 
and is completing his 7th year as superintendent. Dr. George Smith is the director of curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment. Dr. Smith has been in the district for more than 14 years and has 
served as a teacher, department chair, assistant principal, principal, and his current position as 
director of curriculum, instruction, and assessment. His role in the district’s teacher evaluation 
process began when he was a principal, when he initially was appointed to the Joint Committee, 
and he continues on this committee as a central office administrator. During the time he has been 
a member of the Joint Committee, Dr. Smith has helped align the district’s evaluation process 
with the state PERA mandates. Although other central office administrators, such as the 
Assistant Superintendent and Director of Technology, are important leaders within Forest 
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District, they were not included in this study because they were not actively involved in the 
teacher evaluation process. 
John Casey High School. John Casey High School (JCHS) is a 9-12 grade high school 
located in the Forest District, a suburban school district neighboring the city of Chicago contains 
grades 9-12. JCHS received the state’s summative designation of commendable, which is 
identified as a school that has no underperforming student groups, a graduation rate greater than 
67%, and whose performance is not in the top 10% of schools statewide. JCHS draws its students 
from six different communities. The median household income in the main town that feeds into 
JCHS is approximately $70,000, and the median family income is slightly more than $52,000. As 
of the 2015 census, there were nearly 22,000 residents in the main town that feeds into JCHS. 
The population density is nearly 4,500 people per square mile. According to the 2015 census the 
racial makeup of the village is 66% White, 5% Asian, 6% African American, 0% Native 
American, 0% Pacific Islander, 0% from other races, 1% from two or more races, and Hispanic 
or Latino of any race comprises 22% of the town’s population. 
According to the Illinois Report Card (IRC, 2018) website, JCHS has an enrollment of 
approximately 2,000 students in 2017-18. Approximately 44% of the students are from low-
income households and 13% of the student population is identified as special education. The 
racial diversity of the student enrollment is nearly 50% White, approximately 10% Black, 30% 
Hispanic, 10% Asian, less than 3% two or more races, and less than 1% American Indian and 
Pacific Islander. The 7% student mobility rate is the same as the state’s average, and the chronic 
absenteeism is more than 20%, which is higher than the state average of 17%. JCHS had a 
graduation rate of 89% in 2017-2018, which was higher than the 85% state average.  
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The ELA proficiency rate at JCHS for 2017-18 was nearly 40%, which was higher than 
the state’s average of 35% (IRC, 2018); at nearly 40%, the math proficiency rate was higher than 
the state’s average of 34% (IRC, 2018). The operational per pupil spending is around $18,000, 
and the instructional per pupil spending is nearly $11,000 (IRC, 2018). The average class size is 
20 students per teacher, and there is one administrator for every 165 students. JCHS has been 
recognized for 10 straight years as one of the top high schools in America by Newsweek.  
JCHS administration. The JCHS administrative team includes the principal, two 
assistant principals, and an athletic director. The average JCHS administrator salary is $20,000 
more than the state’s average. Approximately 87% of the school’s 130 faculty members have 
earned a master’s degree or higher (IRC, 2018). Dr. Sean Chism has been the JCHS principal for 
the past 11 years and has served as an administrator in the district for 16 years. He started his 
career teaching as a high school math teacher in the south suburbs of Chicago for 1 year and then 
was hired to teach math at a high school in the northern suburbs for 4 years. Dr. Chism then 
became the division chair of math and technology for 2 years at a high school in the south 
suburbs of Chicago. He was an assistant principal at Ronald Reagan High School for 3 years 
prior to transferring to CHS as assistant principal for 2 years, before taking over as principal. 
Dr. Nicole Flores has been an assistant principal at JCHS for the past 2 years. She was a 
reading specialist and department chair prior to being an assistant principal and is completing her 
18th year as an educator. She supervises and evaluates more than 30 faculty members and is the 
Assistant Principal for Curriculum and Instruction. 
Department chairs in Forest District are considered administrators, although they also 
have teaching responsibilities. JCHS has 14 department chairs who teach three classes daily and 
evaluate teachers within their departments. The chairs who participated in this study included 
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Brian Lacny, who is the English Department Chair, Union President, and member of the Joint 
Committee. He has worked in the district for 20 years. Jennifer Fox is the Department Chair for 
Science; she is also on the Joint Committee and has been employed in the district for 12 years. 
Joe Blandford is the Social Studies Department Chair and has worked at JCHS for 25 years. 
JCHS teachers. Four JCHS teachers participated in the study. Sarah has been an English 
teacher at John Casey High School for 26 years. Dan has been a Social Studies teacher at JCHS 
for 14 years. Meghan has also been teaching Social Studies at JCHS for 20 years. Krista has been 
teaching English for 12 years at JCHS. Table 2 contains the Forest District participant profiles. 
Table 2 
Participant Profile–Forest District 
Name Gender Position  District location 
Dr. Robert Fitzgerald Male Superintendent Central office 
Dr. George Smith Male Director of Curriculum, 
Instruction and Assessment  
Central office 
Dr. Sean Chism Male Principal JCHS 
Dr. Nicole Flores Female Assistant Principal JCHS 
Mr. Brian Lacny Male Department Chair JCHS  
Ms. Jennifer Fox Female Department Chair  JCHS 
Mr. Joe Blandford Male Department Chair JCHS 
Ms. Sarah Femali Female Teacher JCHS 
Mr. Dan Walker Male Teacher  JCHS 
Ms. Meghan Klein Female Teacher JCHS 
Ms. Krista Hood Female Teacher JCHS 
 
Implementation of PERA in Forest District. The Forest District Joint Committee has 
eight members: the assistant superintendent; director of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; 
both high school principals; the union president; the union vice-president; and two teachers from 
the union. The Joint Committee was formed in 2011-2012, and their first decision was to revise 
their rating system to comply with PERA and Illinois Senate Bill 7 in 2012-2013. They created a 
new professional practice rubric, which incorporated the four evaluation domains of the 
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Danielson teaching framework. Period by Period meetings are required faculty meetings, 
scheduled each of the eight periods of the school day, that occur four times a year and serve as 
professional development. Period by Period meetings were facilitated by the Joint Committee 
and held at each Forest District school to provide training and information to teachers and 
administrators. These meetings were held once a semester from 2013-15 to communicate 
timelines, professional practice domain language and expectations, and the student growth 
component process. The professional practice portion and student growth component were first 
piloted in 2014-15 with teacher volunteers who had two previous summative evaluation ratings 
of excellent. The faculty who were evaluated in 2015-16 used the new professional practice and 
student growth evaluation instrument for the pilot year. Tenured faculty, who were not required 
to be evaluated until the following school year, still completed the process as practice for the 
following year. Full implementation of the revised teacher evaluation process was in 2016-17, 
which included student growth as 25% of the summative evaluation. The student growth 
component was increased in 2018-2019 to comprise 30% of the summative evaluation rating.  
The state of Illinois requires student growth to be a substantial component of teachers’ 
summative evaluation ratings. Both Forest District high schools have now implemented an 
evaluation system that incorporates both the four Domains from the Danielson Evaluation Model 
and the student learning objectives (SLOs) that are based on their students’ learning growth from 
a pre-assessment to a post-assessment. An SLO is a process by which a teacher sets a specific 
learning goal that is measured by an assessment over a specific amount of time. The SLO 
expectations for Forest District are that the student growth score for each teacher on evaluation 
cycle will be determined by two SLOs: (a) the first SLO will be collectively created by the 
teacher’s Professional Learning Community (PLC), and (b) the second SLO will be created by 
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the individual teacher. The student growth score for this learning goal will be based solely on the 
specific learning goal for the course chosen by the teacher and approved by the evaluator. The 
teacher may continue to work with colleagues to assist in meeting this individual learning goal. 
The student growth targets for each SLO must be established and collaboratively 
approved by the teacher and evaluator at the beginning of the school year during their initial 
conference and reviewed again at a midpoint review meeting. The SLO process consists of five 
elements: (a) set a student learning goal based on the big ideas of the course, (b) identify the 
assessments that will measure the learning goal of each SLO and how assessments will be 
scored, (c) determine the student growth targets, (d) report the actual outcomes of the 
assessments, and (e) determine the teacher’s student growth rating based on the actual outcomes. 
There are three required conferences for the SLO: (a) initial student growth conference, (b) 
midpoint student growth conference, and (c) the summative student growth conference. Teachers 
are expected to provide a document during the summative student growth conference that 
identifies each student, their pre-assessment and post-assessment score or total growth 
percentage or number, and the percentage of students who achieved their identified growth target 
for each learning goal. Teachers also list any students who no longer qualify for the student 
growth target, explaining why the student is excluded from the results. Teachers’ summative 
evaluation ratings are based on the following formula: 
1. 70% is based upon the professional practice rating. 
2. 30% is based on the student growth component. The PLC student learning objective 
(SLO) counts as 15% and the individual teacher’s student learning objective (SLO) 
counts as 15% of the 30% student growth component. 
The Forest District Student Learning Objective Template outlines the student growth component 
as well as the format for effectively completing the necessary requirements (Appendix G). 
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Case B: River District 
 River District is located in the northwestern suburbs of Chicago and is one of the largest 
high school districts in Illinois. Forest District serves eight communities as well as a portion of a 
ninth town. There is one major airport within 15 miles of these communities. The population 
breakdowns of the eight communities are approximately: 76,000 residents for community A; 
42,000 for community B; 38,000 for community C; 34,000 for community D; 54,000 for 
community E; 24,000 for community F; 38,000 for community G; and 16,000 for community H. 
The approximate racial percentages of community A include nearly 91% White, almost 5% 
Hispanic, and less than 1% for all other races. The approximate racial identification for 
community B includes 80% White, 1% African American, 16% Asian, and 5% Hispanic. The 
approximate racial breakdown for community C includes: 77% White, 3% African American, 
8% Asian, 30% Hispanic. The approximate racial breakdown for community D includes 86% 
White, 2% African American, 9% Asian, and 7% Hispanic. The approximate racial breakdown 
for community E includes 77% White, 12% Asian, 3% African American, and 16% Hispanic. 
The approximate racial breakdown for community F includes 83% White, 3% African American, 
7% Asian, and 20% Hispanic. The approximate racial breakdown for community G includes 
77% White, 3% African American, 10% Asian, and 21% Hispanic. The approximate racial 
breakdown for community H is 78% White, 2% African American, 5% Asian, and 28% 
Hispanic. The communities served by River District contain extensive industrial and commercial 
real estate holdings. Major highways run north, south, east and west of these communities.  
River District. River District contains approximately 12,000 students and includes six 
high schools. According to the Illinois Report Card website, five schools were rated 
“Commendable” by ISBE for the 2018 school year and one school was rated “Exemplary.” The 
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communities served by River District have an extensive industrial and commercial real estate 
base. There are 11 feeder schools, seven “Commendable” and four “Underperforming,” that feed 
into River District, coming from six elementary districts. River District spends approximately 
$12,000 per pupil on instruction, which is $4,000 more per pupil than the state’s average.  
River District has an 92% graduation rate as well as 18% Chronic Absenteeism. The 
district is at 118% financial capacity to meet expectations, which means this district is more than 
adequately funded, and 20% of students are low income. The racial/ethnic backgrounds of the 
students in River District are as follows: approximately 33% Hispanic, 55% White, 2% Black, 
8% Asian, less than 1% American Indian, more than 2% two or more races, and less than 1% 
Pacific Islander. Approximately 12% of the district’s students receive special education services, 
and nearly 8% are identified as English Learners.  
River District faculty. There are more than 700 teachers in River District, with an 
average annual salary exceeding $105,000. Approximately 47% of the teachers are male and 
53% are female. Approximately 89% of the teaching force is White; 6% Hispanic; 2% Black; 4% 
Asian; and less than 1% American Indian, two or more races, and Pacific Islander. Nearly 88% 
of the teachers have a master’s degree or higher. There is a 19:1 ratio of students to teachers in 
River District. There is a 96% retention for teachers in the district and approximately 85% of 
teachers have fewer than 10 absences per year. Almost every teacher in River District was rated 
as proficient or excellent in 2018. There is a 160:1 student-to-administrator ratio and the average 
administrator salary is more than $140,000. In River District, 99% of the 713 teachers received 
proficient or excellent as their summative evaluation ratings in 2017-2018; 88% of the district’s 
teachers have earned a master’s degree or higher (IRC, 2018).  
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Central office administration. River District employs 18 administrators who collaborate 
as the central office administrative team to lead the vision, finances, personnel, buildings, 
grounds, and other organizational responsibilities. The central office administrators who 
participated in this study include Superintendent Dr. Kevin Collins, Associate Superintendent 
Mr. Alain Fernandez, and Director of Research and Evaluation Mr. Rick Zapata. Dr. Collins 
oversees instructional leadership for the district and has served as superintendent for past 14 
school years. As an instructional leader for the district, Dr. Collins helped revise the teacher 
evaluation process, organized and facilitated professional development for administrators on 
teacher evaluation, and helped determine the student growth benchmarks for the district. Mr. 
Fernandez is the associate superintendent for human resources and provides leadership in the 
area of supervision and evaluation. Mr. Fernandez has been employed in the district for more 
than 17 years and has served as a division head, principal, and as associate superintendent for 
human resources. His role in the district’s teacher evaluation process started as a principal and 
subsequently as a central office administrator on the Joint Committee. During his service on the 
Joint Committee, Mr. Fernandez helped attain ISBE approval for the district’s evaluation 
process, ensuring that it was aligned to the state’s PERA mandates.  
Campbell High School. Campbell High School (CHS) contains grades 9-12 and received 
the state’s summative designation of commendable for the 2017-2018 school year. CHS services 
almost all of the town Campbell and small portions from four other communities. Campbell’s 
attendance area includes the largest industrial park in North America and one of the top hospitals 
in Illinois. The median income for households that feeds into CHS is approximately $62,000, and 
the median family income is approximately $70,000. As of the 2010 census, there were 
approximately 33,000 residents in Campbell. According to the 2010 census, the racial makeup of 
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the village is approximately 86% White, 9% Asian, 1% African American, less than 1% Native 
American, less than 1% Pacific Islander, approximately 2% from other races, less than 2% from 
two or more races, and Hispanic or Latino of any race is more than 6% of the population. 
According to the IRC website, CHS has an enrollment of nearly 2,000 students in 2017-
2018. Approximately 28% of students are from low-income household,s and 8% receive special 
education services. The racial diversity of the student population includes 40% White, 2% Black, 
44% Hispanic, 10% Asian, 3% two or more races, 0% American Indian, and less than 1% Pacific 
Islander. The 9% student mobility rate is higher than the state’s average, which is 7%. Chronic 
absenteeism is greater than 22%, which is higher than the state average of 17% (IRC, 2018). 
CHS had a graduation rate of 97% in 2017-2018, which was higher than the 85% state average.  
The ELA proficiency rate for CHS in 2018 was 43%, which was higher than the state’s 
average of 35%; the math proficiency was 44%, which was also higher than the state’s average 
of 34% (IRC, 2018). The operational per pupil spending is nearly $20,000 and the instructional 
per pupil spending is slightly more than $12,000 (IRC, 2018). The average class size is 23 
students per teacher, and there is one administrator for every 160 students.  
CHS administration. There are one principal, two associate principals, an assistant 
principal for student services, an assistant principal for student activities, four division heads, and 
two deans who embody the school’s administrative team. The average CHS administrator salary 
is more than $35,000 more than the state’s average. Mr. Joseph McCann has been the CHS 
principal for the past 6 years and has worked in the district for the last 12 years. Mr. McCann 
taught high school social studies in the south suburbs of Chicago for 6 years. After 6 years in the 
south suburbs of Chicago, he was hired as a social studies department chair for 6 years at one of 
the other high schools in River District before becoming the principal at CHS.  
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Ms. Jamie Sharp has a dual role as assistant principal for instruction and division head for 
physical education and health. She has worked in the district for 14 years, and she has been in 
her current role for 5 years. Division heads at CHS are considered administrators, because they 
are responsible for supervising and evaluating teachers. CHS employs four division heads, two 
assistant principals, two associate principals, and two deans. The division heads who participated 
in this study included Michael Saunders, who has worked in the district for 28 years and is 
Division Head for Social Studies and World Languages. Jaclyn Jares has been employed in the 
district for 12 years and is Division Head for English and Fine Arts.  
CHS teachers. Five CHS teachers participated in the study. Larry is the Union President 
and teaches social studies. He has worked in the district for 28 years and has been a member of 
the Joint Committee the past 10 years. Carmella has taught English in the district for 10 years. 
Jimmy teaches physical education and has worked at CHS for 6 years. Mandy is a science 
teacher and has been employed at CHS for 7 years. Alicia has taught social studies at CHS for 12 
years. Table 3 contains the River District participant profiles. 
Table 3 
Participant Profile–River District 
Name Gender Position  District location 
Dr. Kevin Collins Male Superintendent Central office 
Mr. Alain Fernandez Male Associate Superintendent Central office 
Mr. Rick Zapata Male Director of Research Central office 
Mr. Joseph McCann Male Principal CHS 
Ms. Jamie Sharp Female Associate Principal CHS 
Mr. Michael Saunders Male Division Head CHS 
Ms. Jaclyn Jares Female Division Head  CHS 
Mr. Larry Moore Male Teacher/Union Vice-
President 
CHS 
Ms. Carmella Beck Female Teacher CHS 
Mr. Jimmy Jones Male Teacher  CHS 
Ms. Mandy Wilson Female Teacher CHS 
Ms. Alicia Casey Female Teacher CHS 
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PERA implementation in River District. The River District Joint Committee first met 
in December 2013. The committee included the superintendent, associate superintendent for 
human resources, union president, and union vice-president. The district adopted the Danielson 
teaching framework and revised the summative evaluation to include the following ratings: 
Excellent, Proficient, Needs Improvement, and Unsatisfactory. River District’s implementation 
procedures included an administrative training at the district office in Summer 2014 for all 
administrators, including division heads. Division heads then were responsible for providing 
training to teachers at each building. New teachers and administrators receive training at the new 
teacher orientation meeting prior to the start of each school year. There is no individual student 
growth component for teacher evaluation in River District; therefore, the training for 
administrators and teachers is solely based on the Danielson teaching framework.  
The Joint Committee identified 10 student growth performance indicators and determined 
those indicators would serve as the benchmarks for the district, each building, and individual 
teachers. Individual teachers are not responsible for incorporating student data as a component of 
their summative evaluation. The 10 benchmarks are tracked and monitored by the Joint 
Committee. According to Mr. Fernandez,  
We didn’t do a pilot year. We moved right into our plan’s unique approach to using the 
data for student performance in an aggregate manner, which meant we didn’t focus on the 
25% to 30% weights. In our opinion, student achievement is weighted 100%, in that a 
school needs to meet the performance benchmarks for all the teachers in that building to 
be eligible for an excellent rating.  
 
River District has adopted an “all-in” approach for meeting the requirements of PERA. 
This “all-in” approach applies to all teachers in each building and means the student growth 
component for every summative teacher evaluation rating in CHS is determined by whether CHS 
meets the required school-wide benchmarks, which are listed below, set forth by central office. 
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River District gained approval by ISBE to identify building-wide growth goals for calculating 
student growth as opposed to individual teachers identifying annual student learning objectives 
for their classes. River District supports an evaluation model that uses multiple student-
performance indicators to determine student growth: 
 The overall number of students who graduate within five years–computed by dividing the 
number of graduates by the number in the graduating class who entered as freshman, 
adjusted for the transfers into and out of the school and those students whose IEPs require 
that they remain in high school beyond five years. This measure counts as a Type-3 
Assessment, which is an individual teacher assessment, and is a measurement of the five-
year graduation rate. 
 The number of AP/Dual-Credit Courses completed annually. 
 The number of Industry Credentials completed annually. 
 Number of Advanced Placement tests per 100 students who score a 3 or higher in the 
school. 
 Percentage of graduates passing at least one AP exam. 
 Composite student growth from EXPLORE to SAT for all students. 
 Composite student growth from EXPLORE to SAT for Hispanic students. 
 Composite student growth from EXPLORE to SAT for students on an IEP. 
 Composite student growth from EXPLORE to SAT for at-risk students. 
 Composite student growth from EXPLORE to SAT for low-income students. 
For these student-performance data indicators, a school’s 2-year rolling historical cohort 
growth is measured against their 5-year rolling historical cohort average growth. Likewise, any 
subgroup’s growth is measured against a subgroup’s 5-year rolling historical cohort average 
growth. In order for a faculty member to be eligible to receive the top rating of “Excellent” on 
the overall summative evaluation, the 2-year rolling historical cohort average growth of at least 
three of the aforementioned student-performance indicators in that faculty member’s building 
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must meet or exceed the 5-year rolling historical cohort average growth or meet a building-
specific safe-harbor threshold established and reviewed annually by the Joint Committee.  
The Joint Committee meets by November 1 each year to set annual thresholds for each 
school. The River District Department of Research and Evaluation provides analysis as needed to 
for the Joint Committee. If a building attains at least three of the student performance indicators 
listed above, the lowest rating a faculty member can receive on the overall summative evaluation 
is “Needs Improvement.” An exception to the aforementioned eligibility parameters may be 
made for a faculty member who commits an egregious act or a tenured faculty member who was 
placed on a remediation plan. The Joint Committee also meets annually to review the multiple 
sources of student-performance data to ensure that indicators are reflective of the students’ 
overall academic progress. In the event the Joint Committee determines these sources are not 
sufficiently reflective of students’ overall academic progress, the Education Association and 
Administration agree to negotiate in good faith to identify new student-performance indicators 
that are reflective of the students’ progress. If an overall summative evaluation of “Needs 
Improvement” or “Unsatisfactory” is given, separate narratives must be written and signed by 
two administrators. The River District teacher evaluation policy was approved by ISBE. 
The River District Administration and Education Association contracted with Northern 
Illinois University’s Office of Research, Evaluation, and Policy Studies after the 2013-2014 
school year to analyze the student growth data components and report to the River District. In the 
fall of each year the District Superintendent and Associate Superintendent of Human Resources 
and the President, Vice President, and Chair of the Welfare and Ethics Committee of the River 
District Education Association review the ratings for each school and for each division within the 
school. These data are not published or seen by others. Also in the fall of each year, the 
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Associate Superintendent of Human Resources compiles the number of teacher responses from 
an anonymous questionnaire, as well as the tenor (positive or negative about the process) for 
each school and for each division in the school.  
Summary 
 The two high school districts comprising the cases in this study appeared to be highly 
similar, in terms of student enrollments, diversity, poverty, geography, graduation rate, and 
student test scores. However, despite these apparent similarities, the case schools employed 
different district and building policies for implementing student growth as a significant factor in 
their teacher evaluation process. The Joint Committee implementation of the new teacher 
evaluation requirements at each case school required principal sensemaking to interpret new 
policies with faculty.  
 In both cases, principal sensemaking was an ongoing process throughout the development 
of the district policy for the new teacher evaluation process, the implementation of the new 
process, and the evaluation of the new process. The Joint Committees formed an integral part of 
each school’s district-wide decision-making processes and communication networks, as well as 
providing professional development for teachers and administrators. The collaborative practices 
of the Joint Committees for both cases helped develop and implement effective teacher 
evaluation systems. This chapter examined both cases in detail, describing the context and 
distinctions of each site. Chapter 5 addresses the research questions through cross-analysis, 
presenting findings, and a comparison between the cases. 
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Chapter 5 
Cross-Case Analysis 
 
 This chapter provides a cross-case analysis of the two school districts that were cases in 
this study, detailing themes that emerged from the data analysis, and comparing findings across 
the two cases. Similarities and differences between the cases are explored in detail when 
discussing the overarching research that is based on this multi-site case study, which examined 
principal sensemaking on policy reform in Illinois with regard to focused supervision and 
evaluation of teachers. The purposes of this study were as follow: (a) to determine how central 
office administrators support principal sensemaking of the Illinois teacher evaluation reform 
mandates, (b) to identify how principals implement the student growth component within their 
schools, (c) to understand how principals promote a building-wide shared understanding of the 
evaluation process, and (d) to determine how the implementation of the reform mandates has 
affected principal-teacher relationships. The following research questions guided this study: 
1. How do central office administrators support principal sensemaking and implementation 
of the reform mandates for the teacher evaluation process?  
 
2. To what extent have principal-teacher relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois 
state teacher evaluation policies?  
 
3. How have restructured teacher supervision and evaluation changed relationships among 
central office leaders, building administrators, and faculty? 
 
These research questions include themes and issues that cut across all questions; therefore, this 
presentation of these findings may address multiple research questions in some instances. For 
example, the second question addresses the changes to the principal-teacher relationships as a 
result of the teacher evaluation policy changes, and additional changes to relationships within the 
organization are described in question three. 
  
  112 
This chapter presents key themes that developed through analysis of the interviews, 
observations, and documents obtained through this research. Triangulation of the data was 
achieved through an in-depth analysis and comparison of common themes across the data 
sources, including the interviews, observations, and document analysis. This chapter provides a 
detailed look at the context of a multi-site case study of two Illinois high school districts, Forest 
District and River District. The exploration of both districts, with a focus on one high school 
from each district, includes an analysis of various aspects of both districts’ and schools’ 
demographics, including information about students, district administrators, teachers, and school 
principals. Themes were identified from analyzing and coding the interview data, as well as 
analyzing the data from observations and documents collected throughout the 14 months of 
research. I used artifact analysis to examine and verify many aspects of the school leaders’ 
sensemaking. The application of the conceptual framework of sensemaking within the 
examination of this study provided an in-depth analysis of the challenges experienced by all 
stakeholders within the reform process. Findings for each research question are presented below. 
Central Office Support of Principal Sensemaking and Teacher Evaluation Implementation 
Research Question 1 was as follows: How do central office administrators support 
principal sensemaking and implementation of the reform mandates for the teacher evaluation 
process? Sensemaking was on-going based on leaders’ knowledge of the legislation and the 
development and implementation of their districts’ evaluation reforms. Many aspects of the 
sensemaking phenomena were evident as I conducted interviews, engaged in observations, 
reviewed documents, and analyzed the data. Findings from this question were incorporated into 
five themes: (a) sensemaking and understanding of teacher evaluation reform, (b) central office 
influence on principal sensemaking of evaluation reform, (c) central office provided professional 
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development and sensemaking for administrators and faculty on the new teacher evaluation 
reform, (d) full implementation and support of the teacher evaluation reform mandates, and 
(e) stakeholders’ varying levels of confidence and understanding with the new teacher evaluation 
reform. As each theme is presented, I briefly summarize commonalities and differences across 
the districts, then provide more detailed insights into practices within each district. 
Sensemaking and understanding of teacher evaluation reform. Central office 
administrators in both Forest District and River District were intentional in assisting building 
administrators and faculty in understanding the teacher evaluation reform mandates. Dr. Collins 
instructed the River District attorney to obtain ISBE approval for an “all-in” approach to the 
student growth component of the evaluation process. The “all-in” approach allowed teachers and 
building administrators to primarily focus on the Danielson teaching framework as the 
instrument to improve classroom instruction. The “all-in” student growth policy for River 
District meant administrators and teachers were not required to spend additional time in 
individual conferences, setting up and monitoring a student growth component for each teacher 
for the purposes of teacher evaluation. Dr. Collins and Mr. Fernandez did not want teachers or 
administrators to feel obligated to spend time creating a student growth component to meet the 
State’s requirements. Therefore, River District developed a policy that met the needs of their 
district. Dr. Collins also completed the training modules with building administrators to show 
support.  
The Joint Committee was intentionally limited to four representatives—two union leaders 
and two central office administrators. Dr. Collins and Mr. Fernandez purchased the web-based 
evaluation system Standard for Success to help administrators and teachers track and monitor 
teacher evaluations. According to Mr. Fernandez and the River District Faculty Individual 
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Professional Development and Evaluation Program Manual, the data tracked and monitored for 
the student growth benchmarks are not shared with faculty. The Joint Committee reviews the 
benchmarks annually, but there are no building-level discussions, analyses, goal setting, or 
collaboration based on the benchmark data. Mr. Fernandez provided a district-wide evaluator 
training at the district office 3 years ago to review the Danielson teaching framework and 
Standard for Success. For the last 3 years, prior to the start of each school year, Dr. Collins hires 
Regional Office of Education trainers to provide professional development to all district 
evaluators to ensure they are current with evaluation requirements and fully trained to evaluate 
their teachers. Informal conversations at district monthly meetings also occurred, but formal 
training was limited to the week before school starts each year. 
In Forest District, Dr. Fitzgerald and Dr. Smith brought building administrators and 
teachers together to analyze the new legislation, then narrowed down the participants to eight 
members of the Joint Committee. Dr. Fitzgerald completed the evaluation modules to show 
support for evaluators and hires ROE trainers to provide inter-rater reliability training to all 
evaluators. Dr. Smith developed a district web-based evaluation system, Sparks, that aligned 
with the Danielson teaching framework along with the student growth component. Dr. Fitzgerald 
empowered Dr. Smith to take the lead on the district’s revisions to the teacher evaluation process 
and the implementation of these changes. Dr. Smith worked one-on-one with a Joint Committee 
member, who was also a teacher, to align the district’s summative evaluation instrument with the 
Danielson teaching framework. They also developed the student growth component for the 
Sparks system and structured how it would be applied to the summative evaluation process. Dr. 
Smith leads all professional development for administrators and faculty in Forest District. Dr. 
Smith leads the following district professional development opportunities: Lunch and Learns, 
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Period by Period meetings, faculty, online tutorials, new teacher and administrator trainings, 
manual edits and revision, and electronic communication.  
The formation of the Joint Committees in each district started the initial process for 
sensemaking and understanding. Both Forest District principals were included as members of the 
Joint Committee decision-making process, but the River District Joint Committee did not include 
any principals in this process. The River District Joint Committee had four members, compared 
to eight members for Forest District. The Joint Committees for both districts attended school law 
conferences and trainings focused on the evaluation reform legislation. The Forest District Joint 
Committee developed an evaluation instrument aligned with the Danielson teaching framework 
and a student growth component that specifically monitored the growth of students taught by an 
individual teacher. The River Forest Joint Committee also developed an evaluation instrument 
aligned with the Danielson teaching framework, but the student growth component for an 
individual teacher is based on the cumulative student growth benchmarks for all CHS students. 
The principals at Forest District were included in the decision-making process, while the 
principals in River District were merely informed of the Joint Committee decision. 
The Joint Committees determined the plan for implementation and development of the 
new teacher evaluation process for both Forest District and River District. Similarities in the two 
districts included the following: the decision-making process was led by the Joint Committee, 
stakeholders believed increased accountability motivated the state changes to the teacher 
evaluation process, sensemaking and understanding were facilitated by the Joint Committee, 
there was teacher anxiety at the beginning of the reform process, and there was a high level of 
confidence after 2 years of implementation in both districts. The differences that exist in the two 
districts include the following: teachers and division heads at CHS do not clearly understand the 
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teacher evaluation reform mandates, the teacher evaluation expectations and requirements for 
student growth are dramatically different in both districts, and the use of student growth data is 
more transparent in Forest District. 
 Sensemaking and understanding of teacher evaluation reform in Forest District. 
Nearly all participants believed the state’s teacher evaluation reform legislation was intended to 
increase accountability for teacher instruction and student learning. Forest District 
Superintendent, Dr. Fitzgerald, stated this reform was based on “stakeholders who wanted more 
teeth in teacher evaluations” and “they wanted more impact on teacher releases.” In order to 
familiarize each member of the Joint Committee with the new state mandated teacher evaluation 
requirements, the committee met regularly throughout the year to look over the legislation and 
the Danielson teaching framework.  
The Joint Committee attended conferences, held meetings, and then started to create an 
instrument that would meet the needs of the district and fulfill the requirements of the legislation. 
In order to become familiar with the legislation and how it applied to the Forest District 
evaluation process, Director of Curriculum and Instruction Dr. Smith and a teacher from the 
Joint Committee worked together to understand the legislation, developed an evaluation 
instrument aligned to the Danielson teaching framework that met the requirements of the 
legislation, and then communicated the new teacher evaluation process for Forest District. Dr. 
Smith stated,  
When we started this process in the district, I was in the role of principal. The Joint 
Committee was created, and I think it was six years ago. We, as a Joint Committee, met 
regularly throughout that timeframe and went through the process of looking at the work 
of Charlotte Danielson, looking at the law in terms of PERA and student growth and 
coming up with first a rubric for the professional practice portion where we used 
Charlotte Danielson as a framework, and our district used Domains 2 and 3. We evaluate 
Domains 1 and 4 separately and focus on [Domains] 2 and 3 in the classroom. . . . I 
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worked with one of the committee members on the teacher’s side and created an entire 
manual with all rubrics and everything like that. 
  
Thus, through the creation of an evaluation manual, Dr. Smith helped administrators and teachers 
understand the state’s mandates, as well as how they were implemented within their district. Dr. 
Smith said,  
Our Joint Committee met to revise, edit, and finalize the evaluation instrument as well as 
the evaluation process. It took our Joint Committee approximately three meetings to 
complete all the revisions and edits. It was new to everyone, so there were a lot of 
questions and concerns on both sides. Once we finalized everything, we provided both 
faculty and administrators professional development through Period by Period meetings, 
faculty meetings, and Lunch and Learns. We went through the legislation, our process for 
teacher evaluation, domains 1-4 of the evaluation rubric, the process and timelines for the 
student growth component, how the evaluation would be weighted, expectations for each 
teacher and administrator, as well as the need for a pilot to get valuable faculty feedback. 
 
The district implemented a voluntary professional practice pilot in 2014-2015 along with a rubric 
based on Domains 1-4 of the Danielson framework. Teachers volunteering for the pilot were 
required to have two consecutive summative evaluation ratings of “excellent.” In 2015-2016, 
Forest District fully implemented the professional practice model and the student growth pilot 
for all faculty.  
 Dr. Sean Chism, JCHS Principal, stated that he was familiar with the teacher evaluation 
reform through practice and his involvement in the Joint Committee. Central office included both 
principals, out of the eight Joint Committee members, in the decision-making process and 
development of the district teacher evaluation process. The Joint Committee members attended 
conferences and trainings to understand the new mandates and Dr. Chism was able to contribute 
input that helped develop the process for evaluating teachers in Forest District. Central office 
administrator, Dr. Smith, leads the professional development and training for the new teacher 
evaluation process for Forest District. Dr. Chism’s assistance with sensemaking of the new 
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evaluation reform process for his faculty is developed through his leadership and participation in 
trainings he attended as a Joint Committee member.  
Central office collaboratively developed the evaluation process for Forest District with 
teachers, building administrators, and central office administrators. In order to support principal 
sensemaking of the new teacher evaluation process for Forest District, principals completed the 
state training modules, were members of the Joint Committee, and were provided the Certified 
Staff Evaluation Plan: Professional Practice and Student Growth Component. Dr. Smith and a 
teacher representative from the Joint Committee developed the and formatted the evaluation 
rubrics for the approval by the Joint Committee. Principals do not have autonomy in the 
implementation process for Forest District. The Certified Staff Evaluation Plan clearly outlines 
the following information: evaluation process, teacher evaluation timeline, summative 
conference form, needs improvement rating, unsatisfactory rating, student growth component 
guidebook, pre-conference form and rubric, job descriptions, and evaluation rubrics for faculty 
who are not classroom teachers. The evaluation plan encompasses 136 pages, with specific 
language that defines key processes, clearly describes district expectations and procedures, and 
effectively communicates the different ratings. 
The JCHS Assistant Principal, department coordinators, and teachers shared a high level 
of confidence and knowledge of the new teacher evaluation process. Brian communicated, “We 
had to be very familiar with PERA, to make sure the plan would come out fair according to the 
law.” According to the Social Studies Department Chair Joe,  
Brian and I were on the Joint Committee from the beginning and we attended conferences 
and helped determine the new evaluation process. We worked together with the 
administration to make this process effective and easy to understand for everyone. Our 
team of teachers learned from each other and the administration supported us along the 
way. The more experience we’ve had with the new evaluation process has increased our 
confidence and understanding of the everything. 
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Training on the new evaluation process for all administrators and teachers occurred during 
Period by Period meetings, faculty meetings, and Lunch and Learns. Because both principals 
were on the Joint Committee, they were familiar with the new evaluation process prior to the 
trainings offered to other administrators and teachers. 
 I interviewed four tenured JCHS teachers, who had varying responses regarding their 
levels of familiarity with the teacher evaluation reform policies. Sarah communicated that the 
biggest change to teacher evaluation is “accountability.” Dan agreed and added:  
Now, all of a sudden, I have a class full of people that might not be prepared to succeed. 
And if that’s part of how they measure how successful I’m doing, then we need to ensure 
we are placing these people appropriately and other ancillary things like what’s going in 
if I have confrontation issues, or whatever. I think more thought needs to be put into that, 
more scrutiny on who is in front of us.  
 
Meghan mentioned they aligned the evaluation process with the Danielson teaching framework 
and added,  
It’s very student centered, which doesn’t really help when all of your students in front of 
you are at risk. So, you’re looking for kids to answer questions and to go to higher level 
thinking, and half your kids aren’t higher level. 
 
Krista said “the previous evaluation instrument was subjective and feedback was more general. 
The new evaluation rubric domains have specific language for each rating and the feedback is 
objective.” The new evaluation process requires a student growth goal for their PLC, and Krista 
added  
We have common writing assessments that each teacher in a PLC gives their students at 
certain times of the year to track student growth. We use this data to drive our PLC work 
and to measure our students’ growth and whether students are learning. I feel like it has 
been helpful for me and my students.  
 
The JCHS teachers were confident using the process, but not all of the teachers interviewed fully 
supported the new evaluation process. 
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Sensemaking and understanding of teacher evaluation reform in River District. River 
District Superintendent Dr. Kevin Collins stated that he was “very active with ISBE and our state 
association on rulemaking and the rubrics and the writing within that and being part of those 
committees.” Associate Superintendent for Human Resources for River District, Mr. Alain 
Fernandez, stated that in Fall 2012 he assumed his current position and became head of the 
evaluation program for River District: “Currently, I co-chair with the teacher union president, the 
evaluation process review committee, a bilateral committee of teachers and admins working 
together to gather input across the district to get feedback from faculty, and then implement 
changes as warranted.” 
 Joseph McCann, CHS Principal, was familiar with the teacher evaluation reform through 
his experiences with it in his district and his involvement in the Joint Committee. CHS has 
implemented the new teacher evaluation model over the past 3 years, and his understanding of 
the changes has evolved through his experiences and development as a leader. Joseph shared, “I 
did take part in working through the changes as a division head, so most of my work was focused 
on how to conduct the observation cycle, in line with law changes, and reviewing the sequence 
of responsibilities.” Ms. Sharp described her familiarity with the evaluation process: “I’ve gone 
through the Teachscape modules for the reform policies. As a teacher, I’ve also been evaluated. 
So, I experienced the initial reforms on the teacher side as an evaluator.”  
CHS Division Heads, Jaclyn and Michael, were knowledgeable “to a degree” and Tim 
stated “with specific policy details, not so familiar. I’d need a refresher.” The five teachers from 
CHS described varying levels of understanding of the teacher evaluation reform mandates. Larry, 
the Vice-President of the Teacher’s Union for River District and was involved with the reform 
from its inception, said:  
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My understanding of the evaluation process, we have to go back eight years to when they 
wanted to tie teacher evaluations to test scores, and we fought that vehemently from the 
union. That wasn’t the way we wanted to go with the test scores. At the same time, the 
president at that time, he was developing metrics to move away from a score to move 
towards benchmarks and tie our evaluations to that. If I remember correctly, it was 
politically motivated to nail teachers, so we looked at it from an aggressive standpoint 
from the outside that they were trying to hold us accountable and then trying to slam us if 
we messed up.  
 
Carmella and Jimmy have only used the district instrument that is aligned to the Danielson 
teaching framework for evaluations, and they have never had student test scores tied to their 
evaluations. According to Jimmy, “This is my only evaluation I’ve ever used in this district, and 
I have never had anything tied to student test scores in PE [physical education].” Mandy and 
Alicia are knowledgeable of the Danielson teaching framework, and they communicated there is 
no pressure based on student test scores. Alicia shared, “My understanding is pretty confident 
with getting the different domains, we use the language frequently enough to where I feel I 
understand if fairly well, I don’t feel much pressure that I’m being judged based on test scores.” 
Central office influence on principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform. As 
their districts’ superintendents, Dr. Fitzgerald and Dr. Collins asserted a personal belief that 
nearly every teacher in their districts is excellent. The Joint Committee played a significant role 
within the two districts in the decision-making process and providing professional development 
for building administrators and faculty. Central office administrators for the two districts 
participate on the Joint Committee and attended trainings and professional development 
opportunities based on the Illinois reform mandates. A web-based evaluation system aligned 
with the domains of their respective teacher evaluation process was implemented to help 
administrators and teachers monitor teacher evaluation progress for both districts. Differences in 
the two districts include the following: faculty development opportunities throughout the year, 
  122 
communication with building administrators and faculty, and monitoring student growth for 
teacher evaluation.  
 Central office influence on principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform in 
Forest District. Participants believed the intent of the PERA legislation, which requires a student 
growth component, was to ensure educator accountability and to improve instructional practices. 
Forest District Superintendent Dr. Fitzgerald supports principal sensemaking: “In our Joint 
Committee leadership team, we do inter-rater reliability training throughout the year. . . . The 
ultimate piece with the data in our district is that we’re not going to use this to get rid of 
teachers.” He emphasized that he communicated with the administrative team and faculty that 
the data are not used to get rid of teachers; instead, hiring excellent teachers allows for the data 
to support teacher development, and the majority of Forest are rated excellent. Data collected 
through observations and document analysis supported Dr. Fitzgerald’s statement, because all 
teachers were rated proficient or excellent in 2017-2018.  
 The superintendent’s role, according to Robert, is to ensure evaluation processes are 
followed and administrators and teachers have needed resources and support. Robert explained,  
To make sure evaluations are done with fidelity and that everything is completed across 
the board, making sure everyone has resources and support to implement it. Everyone is 
trained properly and has the tools they need to be successful, including continuous 
training, and that everyone is getting closer to excellent, as far as how they rate. The 
inter-rater reliability piece is what kills systems though, and the honesty is necessary 
from a principal standpoint to be honest with certain people who need to grow in certain 
areas. 
  
Training for the changes to the evaluation process included the module system provided by ISBE 
and professional development through trainers hired by the district. The training for all 
evaluators, including department chairs, is designed to improve inter-rater reliability. Dr. 
Fitzgerald and Dr. Smith hire trainers every summer from the Regional Office of Education to 
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train Forest District evaluators to observe recorded classroom episodes as an administrative 
team, assign ratings, and then discuss their findings and ratings collaboratively. It helps ensure 
that all evaluators are assessing teachers fairly and consistently. This process ensures 
administrators are prepared to collaborate with the union to supervise and lead their faculties. 
Dr. George Smith, Director of Curriculum and Instruction, worked with the Joint 
Committee to develop a researched-based evaluation model based on the Danielson framework. 
Because they had not previously used this framework, they had to develop their new summative 
evaluation instrument in its entirety. Developing this instrument required many stakeholders to 
participate in each phase of the collaborative process, including help sessions and trainings for 
faculty. As a principal, Dr. Smith completed the teacher evaluation modules and training:  
I read the law, literally Part 50; I got a whole binder of the notes and of all the things I 
wrote in the margins. But that’s how we got into it. As a principal, I went through the 
teacher evaluation process, the training, which was required by the State, as well as the 
student growth portion. When I became a central office administrator, I had already 
completed the training. I also had the principal evaluation training as well, to evaluate 
assistant principals. 
 
The professional practice component was an established practice with faculty and 
administration, but the student growth component was new and needed to be communicated 
clearly. Starting with the first district institute day, Dr. Smith and a union representative 
presented help sessions to faculty four times throughout the year. These sessions were offered at 
both schools and were voluntary opportunities to explain the student growth component. Content 
of the sessions include pre-assessment development and analysis, goal setting, progress 
monitoring of student performance data, and post-assessment development and analysis. 
For the past 2 years, at the new teacher orientation, Dr. Smith provided training on the 
Forest District evaluation process. Dr. Smith said,  
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As the director of curriculum, instruction, and assessment, I want to make sure everyone 
who is hired by our district is confident in how they will be evaluated. On one of the two 
new teacher orientation days, I lead a session that goes over the teacher evaluation 
domains, student growth component, and timelines. I also share teacher evaluation 
expectations as well as quality examples for each domain. Teachers are pretty confident 
with the process now that we have implemented it over the past two years, so it is 
important to provide information to our new hires.  
 
He demonstrated how to use the web-based evaluation program, Sparks, for the following 
purposes: uploading data, completing documents for the evaluation cycle, reviewing evaluation 
rubric language and ratings, and monitoring their own evaluation data. Every teacher and 
administrator must utilize this program to complete all phases of the evaluation requirements. 
Teachers must upload their materials into the software spreadsheet. According to Dr. Smith, 
prior to the implementation of the new evaluation web-based system, “one of our former 
assistant principals counted up the number of pages administrators were responsible to complete 
for each teachers’ summative evaluation review and he said it was more than 60 pages.”  
Dr. Smith provides every new teacher a guide, which is accessible online, containing the 
Forest District professional development opportunities aligned with the performance domains. 
This document contains evaluation topics for faculty to voluntarily select a class they would like 
to attend, which counts as district hours toward advancement on the salary schedule. The Period 
by Period meetings occur each semester and are facilitated by administration and faculty. These 
meetings allow teachers to discuss best teaching practices, which is based on the language of the 
evaluation rubric. In addition to the voluntary professional development opportunities, such as 
Lunch and Learns, there are 10 dates listed for professional development, and teachers are 
required to attend these meetings, such as Period by Period and faculty meetings.  
Prior to this past school year, the Joint Committee met regularly throughout the school 
year to discuss the process and to address questions from administrators and faculty. Those 
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meetings are less frequent now, because there are fewer concerns to discuss. The evaluation 
manual was first implemented in 2016-2017, which includes timelines, forms for teachers, the 
student growth portion, and other important information. Each teacher is provided a copy as well 
as all new teachers during orientation and the manual is available electronically. 
Central office influence on principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform in 
River District. River District Superintendent Dr. Kevin Collins told his principals to “not freak 
out” over the inclusion of student growth as a component of teacher evaluations and that he was 
interested in having the teachers and principals focus on all students. He did not want to have 
conversations with his principals about a “gotcha system for teachers.” Dr. Collins emphasized 
that “99.9% of our teachers are amazing,” and the others need support in their development. Dr. 
Collins spoke with his principal team about the purpose of the evaluation process, goals, 
professional development, changing the title from teacher evaluation to individual professional 
development and educational program, and the principal job responsibilities. Dr. Collins stated,  
After the legislation went through, I changed all of the principals’ job responsibilities. So, 
now instead of being the principal of CHS, they are now the Senior Leadership Team 
member, who is responsible for the growth of all students in the district, not just their 
high school.  
 
This change in responsibilities shifted the culture from principals focusing solely on the students 
in their buildings to principals collaborating and focusing on all students throughout the district.  
Dr. Collins believes the superintendent has two roles in the evaluation process: “One, the 
superintendent needs the vision and to be able to facilitate that vision process. Number two, they 
have to be the ones to set that direction of how the conversations will happen with the union 
leadership.” The River District model differs from any other Illinois school district model, which 
posed a challenge because the Joint Committee had to create it entirely by themselves. Principals 
received Illinois Principal Association trainings, which was customized for their district. It is an 
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“all-in” approach, and central office administrators had to be sure principals were skilled enough 
to work with their other administrators with the proper intent and appropriate logistics.  
Associate Superintendent for River District, Alain Fernandez, became knowledgeable 
about the new Illinois teacher evaluation requirements through his state network of counterparts 
who are personnel directors. They learned from each other, involving lawyers in their 
discussions to better understand different aspects of the legislation. He attended seminars, 
workshops, conventions, and consultations with lawyers to prepare for effective implementation 
of the evaluation process. Once the student growth component was approved by ISBE, the Senior 
Leadership Team was notified of this approval and that benchmarks that would be monitored for 
growth by central office. The Superintendent Leadership Team meets monthly, and the topic of 
the teacher evaluation program is discussed during those meetings. Alain stated,  
We meet monthly and then once or twice in the summer. It’s usually the main 
opportunity for us to consult with each other and it’s probably the most frequent means of 
communication for us with respect to the evaluation program. But again, because of the 
committee chair, I also check in with administrators there and implement new 
developments and communications. We have a few ways to communicate directly with 
school leaders, and then of course day-to-day phone conversations that happen. We are in 
frequent contact.  
 
Administrators use Standard for Success to track and monitor teacher data related to 
observations and evaluations. The student growth component is monitored by district office 
administrators and is not discussed with teachers during summative evaluation meetings. Mr. 
Fernandez described the principals’ autonomy in implementing the new evaluation process: 
They don’t have a lot. The law is the overriding guideline. We encourage principals and 
division heads to be as engaged as possible with the faculty they’re evaluating on a 
personal level. We want them to build awareness and mutual trust.  
 
The River District administration ensures that the processes are legally sound and uniform, so 
teachers know they are being assessed fairly.  
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The River District faculty professional development and evaluation program is annually 
reviewed by Mr. Fernandez. He shares it with building principals and provides access to the 
document online for faculty. The 22-page document describes district beliefs and expectations 
for the following: professional development, professional practice, the evaluation process, goal 
setting, summative evaluation ratings, the use of student performance data in the summative 
evaluation, remediation plan, and the alternative school performance data metrics. 
Central office provided professional development and sensemaking for 
administrators and faculty on the new teacher evaluation reform. Consistent with Illinois 
evaluator training laws, the two districts required all evaluators to complete the state’s required 
teacher evaluation modules. The Joint Committees for Forest District and River District lead the 
administrator and faculty development opportunities. There is an informational presentation at 
new teacher orientation at the two districts. Differences that exist between Forest District and 
River District in professional development and sensemaking include the frequency of 
professional development opportunities, timelines, calibration of the student growth component, 
and monitoring student growth.  
Forest District professional development and sensemaking for the principal, assistant 
principal, department chairs, and teachers. The Danielson framework played a key role in the 
development and implementation of the Forest District teacher evaluation process. JCHS 
Principal Dr. Chism said,  
Our team is in a good place, both teachers and administrators, because we have gained 
confidence since we first implemented the evaluation process and we have tweaked 
things to make the process better every year. Our teachers and administrators are 
confident with our evaluation process, because the Danielson teaching framework has 
been aligned with our process. 
 
  128 
Their team consisted of teachers, union leaders, and administrators who worked together 
throughout the development and implementation process. The original group of eight people 
have met regularly to review and discuss any concerns, make changes to the evaluation process, 
and to support each other throughout the development and implementation stages.  
The formal training provided to principals included the following: Teachscape, Growth 
Through Learning, and the Danielson modules. Teachscape is professional development focused 
on collaborative and instructional leadership. The Growth Through Learning professional 
development focused on tracking and monitoring student performance data in education. The 
Danielson modules provide training on the domains in the teacher evaluation process. 
Throughout district-led professional development, administrators participate in inter-rater 
reliability trainings as a way to ensure they are collecting similar data and evidence for accurate 
and fair assessment of classroom instructional practices. This training also focuses on the 
summative evaluation, which includes the student growth component. These trainings support 
consistent and fair teacher evaluations by administrators across the district. Dan stated, 
But we have consistently, for our own models, done inter-rater reliability training in our 
meetings. We continuously review documents and instructions to ensure we’re collecting 
the same evidence and data, and sharing with teachers on a regular basis, the summative 
components are consistent as well as the student growth target with development and 
process across the district is the same. A lot of standardization has occurred with 
professional development along the way because it’s highlighted the need for training as 
it comes up, as opposed to, we did this three years ago and assuming everyone is still 
doing it the same way. 
 
Dr. Chism expressed confidence in the teacher evaluation process, stating that there is a lot of 
support for principals from the county, district, principal associations, as well as research-based 
articles: “Now that we’ve implemented the new evaluation process for a few years, it’s a lot 
clearer. There’s not a whole lot of concern right now, but certainly we grew during that process a 
lot.” Teachers and administrators initially were anxious about the teacher evaluation reforms, but 
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that was based on the high level of uncertainty and lack of clarity about the process. Sean stated, 
“there is not much autonomy in our evaluation process, because it has been agreed upon by the 
Joint Committee, and it is important to adhere to the evaluation process.” 
  Mr. Sharp received professional development on the new teacher evaluation process 
while she was an instructional coach and department chair. She stated,  
We went through inter-rater reliability, in breaking down all the different components 
and strands of the rubric and looking at what types of instructional strategies fit where. 
Prior to going into a teacher’s classroom the first time, we had done several group 
sessions where we looked at videos and talked about them, in addition to the certification 
process, but I also had a mentor who had been in my role as a department chair prior to 
me, and we asked a few veteran teachers if we could come in and unofficially observe 
them. We did a group observation with the veteran teachers. . . . When it came to the data 
analysis component, our department chairs went through professional development on 
that, so they could guide their PLCs. And then, our district office director of curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment broke everything down through Google docs, and he would 
go through them periodically.  
 
The JCHS Department Chairs shared that their professional training and development 
included the Danielson modules, institute day presentations and training, Lunch and Learn 
meetings that are voluntary opportunities provided by district office during lunch periods at each 
building, and Period by Period meetings that are required faculty meetings held at each building 
during the course of a regular school day, and faculty attend during planning periods. The 
evaluation pilot years also served as professional development on the Danielson domains and the 
student growth component. To encourage teacher participation in the pilot program, the Joint 
Committee offered a guaranteed excellent rating to anyone who volunteered to participate in the 
pilot program and qualified with 2 consecutive years of excellent ratings. The insights that the 
Joint Committee obtained from the pilot program were significant and helped make necessary 
changes prior to full implementation of the teacher evaluation process. 
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Forest District department chairs teach in the classroom as well as evaluate teachers 
within their department; thus, it was important to understand their perspectives regarding how 
teachers felt about the new evaluation process. Jennifer shared, “I think everyone likes the new 
evaluation process. It is clearer and easier to understand as a teacher. The feedback I get from 
administration is much more specific and meaningful to me.” Joe reported initial “trepidation” 
among faculty, because they believed it was a checklist rubric and the intent was not to promote 
dialogue. Brian said,  
It wasn’t a difficult transition, because it was similar to the previous process and we were 
somewhat familiar with the new evaluation process. I have only heard good things from 
our teachers regarding the new evaluation process and I have not heard any teachers 
complain about the new process. 
 
JCHS teachers who were interviewed reported the implementation went smoothly. They 
felt supported by the administration and the union with effective training and development. The 
JCHS teachers shared that there were numerous meetings and Lunch and Learns that addressed 
the teacher evaluation process. Sarah, an English teacher, worked with her department chair to 
identify student performance data and then to develop goals based on her students’ level of 
performance. According to Sarah, “That made it less scary, because some of the kids who show 
up once a week or don’t take the assessment, how can they show growth?” Meghan, a Social 
Studies teacher, mentioned the importance of the beginning-of-the-year meetings and goal 
development: “We sat with the department chair; there was a lot of anxiety, especially for the 
teachers going into the pilot.” As teachers experienced the pilot year, they worked with their 
department chairs to determine how their PLCs would function. Krista, an English teacher, stated 
most of the training came from the union or district level:  
They presented the information to us, not sure if that was by design or not. It was more 
that the teachers had a say in it, which was good, and to show that the union had a part in 
creating this.  
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River District professional development and sensemaking for the principal, associate 
principal, division heads, and teachers. CHS Principal McCann does not believe there are any 
concerns with the new teacher evaluation process. He feels the process has been effective and 
there is a shared standard of expectations they use internally to ensure they are alerting faculty to 
timelines and other evaluation requirements. The Joint Committee meets periodically, as 
mandated, to discuss concerns, such as “if a teacher is low on the sequence of dismissal or has an 
endorsement in an area they’ve never taught, do they have a right to claim a role just because it 
hasn’t happened?” Mr. McCann stated one area for improvement would be working through 
potential scenarios that theoretically could happen. He said it is difficult to manage these 
scenarios and there are times he feels uncertain regarding what to communicate with teachers 
and the River District Education Association representatives.  
 Mr. McCann stated the central office was primarily responsible for obtaining ISBE 
approval for the district’s teacher evaluation model, which based the student growth component 
on building-level data. The Joint Committee crafted a plan and shared it with the district faculty 
for their approval. He stated, “it is an all-in approach, and each school is against itself. The data 
is compared to previous rolling cohort data.” The proposal was approved by ISBE and CHS 
implements a system in which if the student growth goal is reached by the building, then no 
teacher can be assigned an unsatisfactory rating. However, it does not guarantee an excellent 
rating for any teacher: “The emphasis of this approach is that we are in this together.” 
 The central office encouraged the CHS teachers and administrators to have quality 
conversations about the Danielson framework, including how to implement it with fidelity. There 
was follow-up from central office administration to verify all stakeholders understood and felt 
confident with the evaluation process. Formal training for the evaluation process included the 
  132 
following: district-wide meetings, trainings, and a separate committee for Domain 4 
(professional practice). Mr. McCann said,  
If I have any questions or concerns, I reach out to Mr. Fernandez for help. If he doesn’t 
know the answer, I also reach out to the other principals in the district. Our attorney is 
also available if we cannot resolve an issue amongst our team.  
 
Mr. McCann feels confident with the evaluation plan, and the sequence of dismissal list is 
straightforward and clear. There is little autonomy with the new teacher evaluation process, the 
exception being informal classroom observations. 
 Associate Principal Jamie Sharp was a division head when the new evaluation process 
were first being implemented. Jamie described River District’s training process: 
No, there hasn’t been (any formal training). And I think it’s specific to our process here, 
because it doesn’t factor in the way it does in other districts. The one thing we’ve done, 
the past two admin weeks, the district arranged to run an Admin Academy here, so those 
of us who needed to renew, along the lines of PERA, were able to do so and take those 
additional admin academies. The district has been great as far as ensuring how up-to-date 
we’ve been by arranging our admin week to focus on training and running those through 
our professional learning department. It’s just the first day of that week, we work with 
ISBE to offer the Administrator Academies necessary for us to maintain our PERA certs. 
I cannot think of any other professional development; that’s pretty much all of it. 
 
Jamie provided me with a tutorial on Standard for Success, the district’s web-based evaluation 
program that contains the following information: date and times for observations, pre- and post-
conference times and dates, rubric scoring, script notes, feedback, and reflections. During my 
observation of the associate principal’s interactions with a teacher during a teacher’s post-
conference, it was clear the administrator and teacher were familiar and confident using the 
program. The teacher uploaded the pre- and post-conference reflection forms, while the associate 
principal uploaded the evidence, ratings, and comments. The teacher and administrator were able 
to share timely information and feedback using this system. 
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 During new teacher orientation, Ms. Sharp leads the training for all new teachers on the 
CHS Formal Observation Expectations and Procedures training. For example, the principal, as 
well as division heads, evaluates all first and fourth year teachers. Jamie evaluates all second-
year teachers, as well as the division heads. Expectations for formal and informal observations 
are outlined clearly with goals for the evaluator. Pre- and post-conference formats are outlined 
with the goals for those meetings as well. At the end, high quality examples are provided to help 
ensure new teachers understand the expectations. 
 Concerning teacher evaluation trainings and professional development, Jaclyn stated,  
I kind of remember a training over at district office, were they provided us with 
information about the changes to the teacher evaluation process and the specific 
evaluation timelines. I remember our superintendent and central office administrators led 
the training, but it was only evaluators who attended the training. Teachers were trained 
by us [division heads] at the building.  
 
There is a collaborative space in the school that is staffed, to help familiarize people with the 
rubric. Michael said, “it’s sort of a macro evaluation piece where the whole building works 
towards common goals and you either make it or you don’t, as a building.” Michael shared that 
the support from district office has focused on the Danielson rubric and faculty development has 
revolved around how the rubric affects their teaching. Michael then added: 
Our next set of trainings will have to be how we weave in all of that. Here, it’s Domains 
1-4 without the Macro calculations. Let’s take the SAT for example. If our SAT needed 
improvement, we haven’t heard “if we don’t in the next two years, then this will happen,” 
but I’d expect to hear something soon.  
 
Larry said, 
I had to go digging through my emails to figure out when we first started looking at the 
new teacher evaluation requirements. I first heard about it in 2012, from our previous 
director of human resources. I was the vice-president of the union then and nine other 
teachers were invited to attend the teacher evaluation conferences and we all went 
through the modules also. We worked together to figure out how to adapt the Danielson 
teaching framework to work for us. We even held book talks about the Danielson 
teaching framework. 
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Mandy added that Lunch and Learns include training videos and sample evaluations. Jimmy 
stated, “When I was hired, they provided training at the new teacher orientation and then after 
that I just asked my colleagues and evaluator questions that came up during the process.” Alicia 
and Carmella thought the Lunch and Learns were helpful and the examples familiarized them 
with the rubric language and the process for evaluations. Alicia said, “The Lunch and Learns 
were helpful and the more experience I have gained has helped make this an easy process.”  
 When the CHS teachers were asked about the new evaluation process, Carmella said, “it 
was too formulaic, because if something wasn’t observed it was rated in the check box as basic.” 
Jimmy shared, “it’s tough not having an administrator with a physical education background, 
because I ask for specific feedback on how to improve, and they do not provide any examples 
that are meaningful.” Mandy said,  
It was both good and bad, because the division head wanted to see specific things in the 
first evaluation, and I didn’t know so I received lower marks. After talking with my 
evaluator, the specific examples he gave me helped me improve my teaching and I got 
higher ratings. 
 
Alicia said she had a similar experience as Jimmy:  
Being a social studies teacher, there was something based on reading scores, and I’m not 
trained on being a reading teacher. I was very nervous about having my students’ 
improvement on a reading test from the beginning of the year to the end, contributing to 
my evaluation. 
 
Full implementation and support of the teacher evaluation reform mandates. The 
implementation process within the two districts has differed, due to the Joint Committee 
decisions. Full implementation occurred in the two districts in 2016-2017. Forest District 
provided a year for select teachers to voluntarily pilot the proposed process, then a pilot year for 
all faculty, prior to full implementation in 2016-2017. River District did not include a pilot year. 
Participants were uncertain whether there was a strategic plan, and answers varied for the two 
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districts. It could be inferred that the development of the Joint Committee was the strategic plan 
for development, implementation, and support throughout the reform process.  
Full implementation and support of the teacher evaluation reform mandates in Forest 
District. After the Joint Committee finalized the evaluation rubric language and provided all 
faculty with professional development and training, the new evaluation process was implemented 
throughout the district. Dr. Fitzgerald and the Joint Committee checked for disparities between 
the different administrative positions. It is a unique circumstance, because department chairs are 
evaluating teachers within their own departments who are on the same honorable dismissal list, 
which could become a conflict of interest. The honorable dismissal list is based on teacher rating 
and seniority and is applied when a district must reduce the number of teachers employed or 
eliminate a disciplinary field.  
 There was not a district-wide strategic plan for developing teacher capacity regarding the 
new teacher evaluation process. Dr. Fitzgerald communicated that their plan focuses on 
continuous improvement. He believes the Danielson framework supports characteristics of good 
teaching, which should always be a part of the strategic plan but also one’s everyday practice. 
The principals have all the resources and support systems to be successful, according to Dr. 
Fitzgerald, but the system is overwhelming. Dr. Fitzgerald believes the principals in Forest 
District are confident and overwhelmed at the same time.  
 Director of Curriculum and Instruction for Forest District, Dr. George Smith, believes 
there was a strategic plan for implementing to new evaluation process. Forest District created a 
system in which 25% of a teacher’s evaluation is comprised of the student growth component, 
and recently that number has increased to 30%. Half of the student growth percentage is based 
on a goal that is developed and monitored by a teacher’s respective PLC team. The second half 
  136 
of the student growth percentage is based on a teacher’s goal that is established with the 
department chair, which is an individually developed assessment tool.  
 Faculty confidence with the new evaluation process was mentioned by Dr. Smith,  
Teacher confidence has increased due to familiarity with the process and the 
collaborative environment that exists in our district. The Lunch and Learn help sessions 
have provided opportunities for teachers to ask questions and the attendance for those 
sessions have decreased dramatically over the past three years. 
 
 I observed two days of Lunch and Learn help sessions in January 2019, and my observations 
verify Dr. Smith’s statement: The sessions were specific to the evaluation process, and only a 
few teachers attended. There has been little to no feedback from the Joint Committee, the union, 
and department chairs regarding confusion or concerns with the teacher evaluation process. 
 There are two student performance data points that are factored into each teachers’ 
summative evaluation: the group SLO that is tied to their respective PLC’s pre-determined 
common assessment and the individual teacher’s SLO, which is based on their individual 
assessment and student population. According to Dr. Chism,  
Teachers are expected to have a portion of their SLO tied to their professional learning 
community for an area in one of their courses. Also, we have a student learning objective 
target, that’s equally weighted out of that percentage part of the evaluation, so the PLC 
target is set in collaboration with their colleagues for that course, and the SLO can be a 
subset of those same students, or an entirely different course of kids they teach and 
identify targets for the students. We have a variety of different mechanisms in place, 
sometimes they use a halfway to one hundred model, where an assessment is 
administered and they subtract the difference from one hundred and divide by two and 
say that’s the target they want for their kids. It’s created a lot of autonomy for teachers to 
appropriately set targets to what they feel is beneficial for them as a professional. 
 
Sean mentioned that there was a strategic plan based on professional development, which was 
aligned with the teacher evaluation rubric. They asked for feedback regarding the initial student 
growth target meetings, midpoint conferences, and a variety of other areas of the new evaluation 
process and teachers have expressed confidence through their support and participation.  
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 Teachers are responsible for setting targets and collecting data, primarily through 
Mastery Manager. They share their baseline data, growth targets, and final assessment results 
directly with administration. The district has proactively developed common assessments across 
the district and those assessments are checked for validity and that they are given with fidelity. 
Dr. Chism assists teachers in their sensemaking of the new evaluation process by providing 
consistent faculty development, which includes legal requirements; teacher expectations for the 
pre-conference, mid-point, and summative evaluation; background research on students; setting 
appropriate learning targets on the summative end; reflection expectations for the conferences; 
and the guidelines for observations and evaluations. 
 Full implementation and support of the teacher evaluation reform mandates in River 
District. River District Superintendent Dr. Kevin Collins stated he had to be very explicit in the 
“what” and the “why.” As a district, they needed to determine what data they valued most and 
then link the student growth requirements to these data points for River District. Everyone in the 
district aligned their building, division, and classroom goals with the district’s instructional 
goals. After the district goals were determined, they focused on the professional development 
with their administrative teams at the district level and the building level. Open communication 
and dialogue occurred with the union leaders as well. A separate committee was developed to 
work with the alternative schools within the district, because there were not enough students to 
form cohorts at those buildings. Dr. Collins stated, “because we wanted to look at cohort growth 
rather than just individual classes, we had to have a committee just for that work.”  
 There was a multi-year implementation plan and it was implemented slowly to make sure 
it was done correctly. Dr. Collins said,  
Changes to the evaluation process were made throughout the implementation process, 
such as when goals were set, in the spring or the fall (teacher goals are communicated 
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with their evaluator). We’ve gone back and forth on the appropriate timeline for goals. I 
wanted to our discussions to focus on student learning and improving instruction. All but 
one of the principals in the district are confident with the new teacher evaluation process 
and the other principal is coming along. We provide IPA- and ISBE-led training at the 
beginning of each school year, which helps build confidence.  
 
Dr. Collins is curious to see what happens in 5-10 years when the majority of principals who 
were not administrators when the law was enacted either buy in or reject the legislation and how 
ISBE will address the gap. 
 Associate Superintendent for Human Resources Alain Fernandez was not in his current 
position when a strategic plan would have existed for the implementation process, so he was not 
able to share insights. He also shared, “staff feel safe to express if they have questions or 
frustrations they can speak with their union representatives on the Joint Committee to bring it to 
the table for a meaningful discussion and have it hopefully resolved.” There are opportunities to 
express concerns, and it is acknowledged by all stakeholders that there is room for improvement. 
Mr. Fernandez feels that when there is little to no communication from faculty regarding the 
evaluation process, then it either means everything is going smoothly or the evaluations are not 
happening. He has the data to prove the evaluations are taking place, so he assumes the faculty 
are confident with the evaluation process. During his tenure as Assistant Superintendent for 
Human Resources at River District, faculty evaluations have become clearer, more consistent, 
and he is confident that the communication is excellent. 
 Teachers have been informed that their evaluations are not tied to their individual 
students’ performance data, according to CHS Principal Sean Chism. District indicators have 
been pre-determined as benchmarks for each building. The student growth indicators have 
always been met at CHS, which gives every teacher an opportunity to get an excellent rating. Mr. 
Chism said, “it’s kind of an out-of-sight, out-of-mind process where teachers just need to keep 
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doing a great job.” Each PLC develops a goal based on the SAT or the College Readiness 
standards. These goals guide the professional dialogue during the PLC time, but these goals are 
not tied to teacher evaluations.  
 Mr. Chism stated the Joint Committee’s communication of the strategic plan included the 
legal language, expectations, and timelines for the new teacher evaluation process. The Joint 
Committee was responsible for disseminating information and support for faculty. The Joint 
Committee scheduled periodic faculty meetings, and an additional committee was developed to 
monitor Domain 4 of the evaluation model. The walk-through evaluation instrument has been 
changed to match the Danielson rubric. There has only been one teacher who wrote a refutation 
letter for their evaluation while he has been principal. Mr. Chism noted, “We’re hitting our 
evaluation goals without ever really saying ‘evaluation.’ It’s because these are the redefining 
readiness for kids needs for this to be successful.” 
Stakeholders’ varying levels of confidence and understanding with the new teacher 
evaluation reform. The different teacher evaluation processes for Forest District and River 
District provided variations in the levels of understanding for key stakeholders. The Forest 
District policy and implementation was very specific and communicated clearly through the 
teacher evaluation manual, the professional development opportunities, and online support 
systems. The only stakeholders in River District who participated in the study and who have a 
complete understanding of the student growth requirements for each building are the Joint 
Committee members. The CHS principal, division heads, and teachers were confident about the 
evaluation tool used for observations but did not clearly understand the student growth 
component. CHS administrators were confident implementing the new teacher evaluation 
process, but they were uncertain regarding specific details attached to the student growth 
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component. Teachers in Forest District communicated a high level of understanding with the 
teacher evaluation process but still feel uncertain whether it is going to be used as a tool to 
dismiss ineffective teachers.  
Stakeholders’ understandings of teacher evaluation reforms in Forest District. Ms. 
Flores believes the stakeholders’ perspectives on the new teacher evaluation process is that 
teachers appreciate the purpose behind it, particularly involving the student growth aspects:  
I think at this point, teachers see the value more, especially with the data components. 
The first year, we were using value assessments, where they connected to what we really 
wanted to measure in the classroom. We were measuring them in a way that was going to 
be an accurate portrayal of learning growth. Also, was it going to be objective? Some 
departments switched, and they initially had done pure objective-based tests, all multiple 
choice, and realized that it was more of value to do something performance-based with a 
rubric. The first few years was finding a good fit, so I think there was frustration and 
tension with that. And there was some uncertainty, because it was new. But now, I think 
teachers are feeling more comfortable and now it’s just fine tweaks. Because we’ve done 
it a few times, the teachers are seeing the value in the data checks and really using that, 
along their course of the first semester, when meeting with their PLCs, and what to adjust 
. . . it’s more collegial now. But initially, yeah, there were some growing pains.  
 
According to Ms. Flores, teacher confidence increased as they collaboratively worked through 
the process as a team to improve the evaluation process each year. 
 Forest District department chairs were asked whether teachers felt confident with the new 
teacher evaluation process, and they responded that teachers have not communicated any 
concerns regarding the process, which they assume means teachers feel confident about the 
process. Brian said,  
I feel like I know it’s working because we’d provide lunchtime help sessions, and during 
the pilot program it would be full, and now, it’s a fraction of the number of people 
showing up even though we offer it every year. Next year, the district is considering 
offering it just once instead of quarterly.  
 
When there are help sessions or lunch and learns, an administrator and union representative are 
both present to address both sides to any question.  
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 The teachers interviewed responded with a level of uncertainty regarding teachers’ 
comfort levels with the new process. Although Sarah feels safe with her evaluation, she also said,  
I have a political issue with the student growth component and having it calculated as 
part of my evaluation because of absences and all these different things; including kids 
being placed where they want to be depending on how hard their parents are to deal with 
or whatever. 
 
Dan does not believe teachers feel confident:  
Part of the problem with the review process is its subjectivity. . . . If the teachers are able 
to build these models and they want to remain employed and look good, it makes it 
difficult to truly evaluate whether or not someone is sandbagging and making their 
numbers look good or whether they’re really focusing on improvement.  
 
He feels like the new evaluation system contributes to a culture of “survival” and should be 
focused on “improvement.” Meghan believes there is a level of nervousness and anxiety based 
on judgement of student performance. Krista is in her 11th year of teaching and has been 
evaluated by five different administrators, which led her to say “the concept of teacher 
evaluations, while clearer than it used to be, however, there’s still ambiguity of having five 
different administrators looking for five different things. So inconsistent.”  
 Stakeholders’ understandings of teacher evaluation reforms in River District. Mr. 
Fernandez collects formative data at the end of each school year from teachers, and the collective 
feedback has been positive regarding teacher confidence and the evaluation process. Jamie Sharp 
was asked whether CHS teachers are confident with evaluation process and stated,  
The approach we’ve taken has been positive, as we don’t single anyone out. We own our 
kids’ growth, from the superintendent down. Teachers don’t feel they’re pitted against 
each other with kids or data. We’re dealing with human capital. We did some benchmark 
testing this week, and if you look at the range of kids in any classroom, just the way the 
master schedule works, you will have a class that has a lower class average, and then that 
teacher theoretically would be compared to someone else with a higher class average. 
Basically, the way we’ve structured it, we don’t have those issues. No real negative 
feedback on this that I’m aware of. This is an area where we are doing pretty well. There 
are definitely some staff who worry about how their data is being looked at and were 
making a very overt push towards the SAT, because we know that if you have requisite 
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scores that opens the door to dual credit, and college access. And in a school like this that 
is majority minority, that’s very important for first generation kids to walk out the door 
with dual credit. So, we do push hard in terms of getting kids to the threshold of a 430 to 
a 520. But at the same time, there is no punishment. Even with AP scores, if teachers’ 
students underperform on an AP exam, we don’t take them out. We try working with 
them to bring the kids up to par. 
 
The River District student growth component evaluates teachers based on the collective building 
benchmarks, which does not individually assess each teacher’s performance based on their 
student performance data. 
 River District Division Chairs, Michael and Jaclyn, were asked to share their thoughts on 
whether teachers feel confident with the new teacher evaluation process. Michael replied, “I 
would predict we’ll have support because people have asked for more information, to walk them 
through the rubric with personal evaluations.” CHS has a “collab lab,” which is a space in the 
building, supported with two full-time teachers, that is dedicated to teacher development and 
growth. Teachers can report for individual support or PLCs can be held in this space. The space 
does not have administrator oversight or influence. The “collab lab” has had Danielson teaching 
framework presentations and encourages peer-to-peer professional development. Wendy stated, 
“This is an amazing tool that can impact teacher growth. The collab lab has virtual classes, all 
sorts of wonderful things in that space.” 
 Larry has been a union leader throughout the development and implementation of the 
new teacher evaluation process and he shared that he is the complaint manager for the union: 
The legislation was considered dehumanizing as a professional. Some people felt 
threatened with their jobs, some people felt this was nothing more than a market, I don’t 
know, in the initial phase, if people really trusted it, and teachers thought it was just a 
way to get rid of teachers. People we’re scared.  
 
Carmella shared, “I believe we are confident with the new teacher evaluation process, but 
sometimes our anxiety kicks in based on which class our evaluator plans to observe.” Alicia 
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added that teachers’ concerns are also based on the time of year the observations take place. 
Jimmy replied, “it’s more that you have confidence in certain classes because you know you can 
check more boxes higher on the scale.” The teacher participants agreed that they all feel 
confident and understand the evaluation process, and they believe they can be successful with it.  
 Forest District and River District formed Joint Committees to collaboratively develop a 
new teacher evaluation process to meet the requirements of Illinois’ new legislation. The Joint 
Committee for River District was four representatives, and they oversee the data pertaining to 
student growth. The River District evaluators and teachers were not familiar with the specific 
student growth benchmarks. Principal sensemaking in River District was based solely on the 
Danielson teaching framework and the Standard for Success web-based system. Forest District 
principal sensemaking was based on the leadership and guidance provided by the Joint 
Committee, and particularly Dr. Smith’s vision. Teachers were still apprehensive regarding 
whether the student growth component would be used to release veteran teachers. 
Summary. Findings from this research question included five themes: (a) sensemaking 
and understanding of teacher evaluation reform, (b) central office influence on principal 
sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform, (c) central office provided professional development 
and sensemaking for administrators and faculty on the new teacher evaluation reform, (d) full 
implementation and support of the teacher evaluation reform mandates, and (e) stakeholders’ 
varying levels of confidence and understanding with the new teacher evaluation reform.  
 As I looked across the two districts, there were similarities and differences. For example, 
all participants reported feeling confidence with the new evaluation processes implemented by 
their district. The two districts adopted the Danielson teaching framework as the professional 
practice component of their new evaluation processes. Joint Committees were developed and 
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organized by the district offices of the two districts. Trainings were provided by central office 
leaders for all administrators to help support principal sensemaking.  
 After analyzing the data from the first research question, several differences between the 
two school districts were identified. Forest District administrators and faculty were familiar with 
the process and how they were going to be assessed using the student growth component. The 
River District teachers and administrators were unable to communicate the student growth 
benchmarks set forth by the Joint Committee to determine whether they reached their goal as a 
building, which is problematic if they do not focus instructional leadership on these specific 
benchmarks. River District offers training to administrators in order to stay current with Illinois 
evaluator certification requirements ,and Forest District provides an assortment of professional 
development opportunities for administrators and faculty.  
The student growth component is dramatically different between Forest District, which 
includes individual teacher data for student growth, and Forest District, which is an all-in 
approach and does not include individual teacher data. River District has an individual building 
wide cumulative approach to student performance data, which does not drive professional 
development or classroom instruction. Forest District has an individual teacher and PLC 
approach to student performance data that drives classroom instruction but does not necessarily 
align with building goals. Forest District principal sensemaking was based on the leadership of 
Dr. Smith and the Joint Committee. River District principal sensemaking of the new teacher 
evaluation reform consisted of evaluator trainings at district office, the evaluation modules, and 
informal conversations at administrative meetings. 
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Change in Principal-Teacher Relationships 
Research Question 2 was as follows: To what extent have principal-teacher relationships 
changed as a result of revised Illinois state teacher evaluation policies? The actions or strategies 
discussed in RQ1 also may be related to the following findings. Data analysis revealed three 
themes: (a) initial responses when faculty were introduced to the new teacher evaluation process, 
(b) the current relationship between the principal and teachers after implementation, and (c) the 
effectiveness of the new teacher evaluation process. 
Initial district responses to the teacher evaluation process. Initial responses of fear 
and trepidation were reported for both River District and Forest District. Faculty were concerned 
that the new evaluation process would aim to release faculty based on poor performance. Faculty 
confidence has increased with their experience, with Forest District and River District faculties 
both communicating confidence in their principal’s leadership in implementation of the new 
evaluation process. Central office administrators for both districts communicated they believe 
faculty are more confident now, because they have experience with the process and have fewer 
questions regarding their evaluations. The faculty responded with fear at the beginning, because 
they were uncertain whether administrators would use this new process to help develop faculty 
or to try and release faculty based on poor performance. 
 Forest District responses to the changes in the teacher evaluation process. Principal 
sensemaking of the new teacher evaluation process affects relationships throughout the 
educational organization. The different perceptions from key stakeholders of how the principal-
teacher relationships changed as a result of the new evaluation requirements at Campbell High 
School helped determine the effectiveness of the implementation process. Dr. Smith felt there 
was a lot of learning involved at the beginning, which resulted in clarification questions, learning 
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about the rubric, and understanding the different ratings. The administrative goal was to talk 
through how they can get to an “excellent” rating. According to Dr. Smith, 
We’re trained if there’s no misbehavior, this is per the growth learning modules from the 
state, that the teacher according to the modules gets an excellent rating. We had a real 
conversation of well, is then the absence of something an automatic excellent in another 
component? 
 
It has been challenging to help teachers understand that half of their student growth rating 
is based on the performance of their PLC team, which could result in a poor assessment rating 
based on the group’s inability to reach the growth target. Dr. Smith acknowledged limitations:  
I do not think it [the Forest District evaluation process) is perfect. We’re in a constant 
state of improvement, but the understanding has really]taken up until this year for people 
to get a grasp on it. Teachers were concerned, initially, because the student growth 
component of the PLC was equal to their teacher developed growth goal. 
 
Since the pilot program years, the faculty has gained confidence and experience in 
developing effective and meaningful growth targets individually as teachers and collaboratively 
as PLC’s. JCHS Principal Sean Chism shared,  
I believe the teachers have responded positively to the changes to the teacher evaluation 
process. I think the explicit feedback concerning observations and evaluations helped 
limit the subjectivity to the process. It holds everyone to the same standard and provides 
more consistency across the district. 
 
Asked whether teachers feel confident with the new teacher evaluation process, Dr. Flores said: 
At this point, yes, they’re confident. Much less anxiety now. The district, working with 
our teacher union, helped ease concern. It gave department chairs a very active role, and 
they had that support as teachers. Our philosophy is based on Sean’s leadership and the 
culture here has helped. Our eval process is not a “gotcha” system going into the 
evaluation process; we don’t have a quota that so many teachers have to be proficient and 
so many have to be excellent. Our philosophy is that we only want excellence in our 
building. I think some people were concerned and there was some perception when the 
rating system switched over in some districts, that it would be very challenging, and not 
very many people would get to be excellent. That was never our philosophy. Once people 
saw that implemented the first few cycles, it helped alleviate those anxieties. Sean creates 
a culture that is collegial coaching, and in a professional way, pointing out some areas 
that we think would be opportunities to improve, or try something new or different.  
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The support provided by the leadership team, such as the Lunch and Learns, Period by Period 
meetings, online tutorials, pilot program, and the collaborative development process, has 
promoted trust between teachers and evaluators. Teacher anxiety existed initially but has since 
diminished due to the effective partnerships developed between evaluators and teachers. 
Teachers have responded positively, according to the JCHS department chairs. Joe said 
the teachers’ response was 
pretty positive. The biggest challenge was the student growth piece. The professional 
practice piece was an easy transition. Some groups may have picked too narrow of a topic 
and as they’re going through it, they realized it should have been broader. So, we tell 
them to go broad, and they do it and then sometimes paint themselves into a corner. The 
pre- and post-test, the 1:1 ratio is the easiest way to do it. Other teachers do it in a final 
exam and then they have to go back and fix it. We had some departments more skilled in 
data, and their focus was so narrow that they created so much work for themselves that 
the data wound up being irrelevant because it was too massive and too much to do.  
 
Jennifer pointed out that another challenge for their PLCs were the singleton courses or 
departments, where there is only one teacher. Jennifer said,  
How do you have a PLC growth target if there is only one teacher in a department or 
teaching a specific class? We’ve had to discuss what that looks like and how to adhere to 
the agreement while still having a fair evaluation process. 
 
 The Joint Committee has been able to work through all problems together.  
JCHS teachers were asked how teachers have responded to changes in the teacher 
evaluation process, and their responses were not the same as the administrative or department 
chairs’ responses. Sarah stated teachers were initially resistant, and as they received training and 
understanding of the new evaluation process, they began to feel more confident: “I think people 
are comfortable with it. Some have issues with the whole practice of it, but generally people are 
confident.” Dan shared that there’s confidence in the evaluators, and there’s a good relationship 
between the administrators and teachers. He reported he often hears “this is just them getting 
data to justify eliminating someone.” Meghan said, “there are people afraid of the new evaluation 
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process, and there is negativity attached to the Joint Committee’s development of the evaluation 
process and the process itself.” Krista said, “I think we’re comfortable with it. We have a strong 
union and some checks and balances, and teachers have the ability to be reevaluated if they did 
not feel comfortable with the observation.” 
River District responses to the changes in the teacher evaluation process. Dr. Collins 
described the relationship status between the teachers and the principal, noting at the beginning 
of the initiative, there was anxiety and worry. Dr. Collins assured his administrators and faculty 
they must trust them and “let us live through it for a few years.” There have been powerful 
collaborations and conversations since they took that approach a few years ago. He noted,  
We’ve got cross district collaboration Zoom meetings through the instructional coaches, 
peer observation groups, teacher-led institute days, and PLCs that are all collaborative 
and based on the teacher evaluation model. The collaborative practices are rooted in the 
all-in approach and based on a strong trusting partnership between administrators and 
faculty.  
 
Dr. Collins supports his team with the following philosophy: 
If something doesn’t work, just call it version 1.0 and move on. We have teacher coaches 
who can come in, observe, give feedback, and they can go in and see them whenever they 
want. I think it’s great, it pays tenfold. The teachers love it, I’m sure they’ve told you, it 
was some of the best experiences. One of the things we get wrong in public education is 
that we think teachers just want higher salaries. But really, they want to engage in more 
authentic ways. Most teachers love learning, and if we can keep them inspired to learn, 
they’ll be better teachers and love their job that much more. 
 
When the district showed it would comply with the legislation but also adjust the model 
to meet the needs of the district, those concerns from teachers subsided. As a district, when 
everyone proved they could be successful with the new model and were simply required to 
execute effective teaching practices, faculty felt pretty confident. Dr. Collins said, “There was 
more structured conversations, fairness across the board, implementation was normalized; I 
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believe there was general satisfaction.” Conversations have shifted from wanting fewer 
observations to now asking for more.  
After the pilot years and the last 2 years of implementation, teachers got back to the 
importance of being great teachers. Mr. Fernandez stated, “those who don’t trust the 
administration, and never did, have sometimes vocally stated they think they’re going to be 
mistreated, but that isn’t different than before.” The Danielson framework is the rubric language 
used to communicate specific criteria for teacher evaluations. The district system Standard for 
Success is the web-based system that administrators use to collect observation evidence, both 
formal and informal, and to house all evaluative information. Teachers are not surprised during 
post-conferences or summative evaluations, because they have access to this information as well.  
Teachers in River District have responded well to the changes in the teacher evaluation 
process. Jamie stated,  
The purpose of the walk-through observations is to come by and recognize excellent 
teaching and to develop positive relationships with our teachers. The administrative team 
wants to maintain a positive rapport with our teachers and therefore, they do not use the 
evaluation process to be punitive.  
 
Michael and Jaclyn, CHS Division Heads, reflected on how teachers have responded to 
changes in the teacher evaluation process. Michael said, “it was hard for teachers at first, because 
everyone wants to be distinguished.” He also added that the new process has led to “rich” 
conversations that he has had with his faculty. Teacher responses to the evaluation reforms 
includes Larry’s description of Mr. McCann’s leadership: 
Maybe I’m wrong here, but the principal is the leader on instruction, but I don’t believe 
they have invested the time. They let other things happen from the ground up. So, it 
wasn’t like the principal just comes in, does the walk-in and bounces, it’s still your direct 
supervisor. I don’t know if that was ever there to begin with or if it had any bearing or 
affect now or years later. The question is, what value to put on one, because a lot of 
people looked at domain four and got hit on it, and it’s not as much about how am I 
teaching, but more of a tool to hold people in line and keep them in order. It can be a 
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power check in an abusive situation. In this building, I don’t think that’s happened, so it’s 
a benefit. 
 
Carmella added, “I prefer this specific rubric and evaluation process, because it gives me the 
expected outcomes and language needed to be excellent.” Larry mentioned, “Domain 4 can be 
used by administrators as a power position to hold teachers in line, but it has not been used that 
way.” Mandy said, “initially, if someone came into my room, I was terrified. I didn’t think they 
were there to help.”  
Principal and teacher relationship after implementation. The teacher evaluation 
reforms in Forest District and River District have not resulted in high numbers of teachers 
receiving needs improvement or unsatisfactory ratings from their administration, which has 
eased the level of fear teachers initially had regarding the new evaluation mandates. The fear 
expressed by the faculty in both Forest District and River District was linked to the summative 
evaluation ratings of teachers. Faculty feared administration would use the two poorest ratings to 
dismiss tenured teachers. Dr. Chism and Mr. McCann have held their respective positions as 
principals of their buildings throughout the evaluation reform process for their districts. Faculty 
from both districts shared a high level of trust in their principals due to their positive experiences 
they have had over the years with their evaluation processes. Faculty do not feel that they are 
being targeted by administration, which builds trust and confidence. 
 Forest District principal and teacher relationship after implementation. Dr. Fitzgerald 
feels the teacher-principal relationship is “positive” and “interactive.” Initially, when the system 
was set up, there was an uneasy feeling among teachers, because “teachers do not like high 
stakes, so there is tension with the [state-required] 5-Essentials Survey data and there is a 
nervousness that the principal controls your livelihood.” When describing the relationship 
between the superintendent and the principal, Dr. Smith said, “we have an open dialogue, and we 
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communicate all of the time.” The superintendent, assistant superintendent, and Dr. Smith follow 
up with the principal regularly about faculty performance, also to ensure that evaluation and 
staffing timelines are met in accordance with the contract. If any concerns or misunderstandings 
come up, the Joint Committee joins them to problem solve. 
Dr. Chism shared that his challenge has been to work alongside faculty in the 
development and implementation process, while also still being the principal and leader of the 
building. “You garner trust and respect from teachers when you work side by side with them and 
they are more open to hearing feedback as they get to see you in action,” according to Dr. Chism.  
Brian, the English Department Chair and Union President for JCHS, said the “unions 
handle the teachers and Dr. Chism handles the administrative side of implementation and 
fidelity.” If there are questions about the new teacher evaluation rubric, teachers contact their 
Joint Committee leader, and if there are concerns about an administrator’s evaluation, teachers 
contact Dr. Chism. The inter-rater reliability training they have completed has made the process 
much more consistent, which has been a positive change. According to Brian, “from a union 
perspective, there used to be more chasing administrators down who weren’t evaluating 
properly.” Joe communicated that there are fewer teachers caught off guard, because the data 
supports the evaluation ratings, which are much clearer to all stakeholders. 
River District principal and teacher relationship after implementation. Mr. Fernandez 
described the superintendent and principal relationships as open and dynamic. Principal meetings 
are held monthly and individual meetings with the superintendent occur throughout the month. 
Mr. Fernandez stated, “all seven of the principals have a lot of trust in the superintendent and 
there is a lot of transparency.” Mr. McCann described his relationship with the CHS teachers as 
“good,” noting that teachers feel confident in taking chances with administrative support. He 
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believes teachers know they will be pushed, and his goal is to provide students with a 
challenging learning environment that is supportive and innovative. He said, “I don’t feel they 
are looking over their shoulder, they know we want them to be successful and we’re all trying to 
help these kids. Our survey, anonymous, has been positive, so there is evidence to support it.”  
Jamie described Sean’s relationship with his faculty, as their principal: 
Also positive; I think it has to do with his affect towards staff. He drops what he’s doing 
to talk to people, he is in the building constantly, and he listens. Back to the SAT push, 
there have been concerns and questions raised. He’s spent hours with the EA, and I think 
because of the way he functions, we have been able to continue to move forward in a 
positive direction. We look at this as a formative process and discuss it that way. As we 
push assessment literacy with our teachers and our kids, what we’ve talked about 
internally as an admin team, we need to take that exact same approach with our teachers, 
and we need to look at whatever their entry point is, and we need to help them grow 
professionally, and that’s why we’ve embedded the formal observation, and how can we 
treat this as a formative process so there are no surprises when the summative meetings 
occur. That’s very much driven by him.  
 
Jamie believes Joseph’s positive energy and supportive leadership has created a collaborative 
environment that focuses on helping each other grow professionally. 
Michael and Jaclyn agreed that Mr. McCann has a positive relationship with the faculty. 
Michael communicated that there is honesty on both sides, and Mr. McCann is fair and open to 
faculty input. Michael said, “it’s a total partnership, not top down. Most teachers know, unless 
you’re really screwing up, the evaluation is a badge of honor to be distinguished.” Michael and 
Jaclyn believe the culture at CHS is very positive and supportive. As a team, they feel that they 
have had ownership in creating an environment that is collaborative and supportive. According 
to Jimmy, “Now I feel like feedback helps me grow and it is the spirit of the principal and 
administrative team that sets the tone.” Jimmy feels there is open dialogue between teachers and 
administrators, which has created a genuine growth relationship. 
  153 
Evaluation Process effectiveness in Forest District and River District. The Forest 
District and River District central office administrators, building administrators, and faculty all 
communicated the importance of the more explicit language in the Danielson teaching 
framework that was aligned with their evaluation instruments. Faculty from both districts felt the 
feedback was more meaningful and helpful. As has been noted previously, a significant 
difference between the Forest District and River District evaluation processes is the use of the 
student growth component to drive the PLC work. River District does not utilize the student 
performance data from the evaluation process and Forest District requires a student growth 
component to be developed and monitored within their PLC work. 
Effectiveness of the Forest District evaluation process. Dr. Fitzgerald believes the 
implementation of the teacher evaluation process has been effective and will improve student 
performance in the long term, because the Danielson framework is more specific in providing 
feedback to teachers. Dr. Smith also believes the implementation of evaluation reforms has also 
been effective. Dr. Smith communicated that the partnership has been effective in the process 
and there have not been any major issues thus far. Each PLC team shares their SLO with Dr. 
Smith, and he reviews it and provides feedback to the team. This process has helped the PLCs 
and individual teachers feel more confident in subsequent years in developing their SLOs.  
 The implementation has been effective, as Dr. Chism communicated, because it provides 
more opportunities for reflective conversations during PLCs and evaluation conferences. The 
department chairs agreed that the implementation of the new teacher evaluation plan has 
effectively increased accountability for teachers. All the teachers agreed that the teachers’ 
relationship with Dr. Chism was very positive and the implementation was very effective. 
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The observational evidence of the implementation effectiveness is based on the lack of 
questions from faculty and faculty. There were only three teachers who attended the help session 
for the summative evaluation meeting at JCHS and only nine teachers who attended the help 
session at Ronald Reagan High School the following day. The low teacher turnout and the 
questions asked during the help sessions were technology-based questions pertaining to the 
Sparks system. It is evident that teachers feel confident with the Forest District evaluation 
process due to the low teacher attendance and minimal questions asked during each session.  
Effectiveness of the River District evaluation process. According to Mr. Fernandez, the 
implementation of the new teacher evaluation process has been highly effective. The central 
office administration never wanted to be in such rigid conformance with the legislative mandate 
that teachers felt their evaluations would be contingent on their individual students. “We didn’t 
want their performance and evaluation to be negatively affected by dynamics outside the 
teachers’ control,” according to Mr. Fernandez. The best approach for River District was to 
identify district benchmarks that are owned collectively and if a building meets a certain number 
of the benchmarks, all of the teachers are eligible for an excellent rating, but not guaranteed.  
Mr. McCann reported the implementation of the new evaluation process has been 
effective. He followed up by saying that it has provided more transparency, and it is not as 
subjective as the previous model. CHS Division Head Michael shared that he does not have 
many conversations with his faculty about student growth with specific data though. “Teachers 
have not felt threatened,” according to Michael. Michael said, “ the SAT results might prompt 
more conversations about student performance data, because if we take a dip in our school’s 
scores we might get some pressure from district office to improve.” Jaclyn said, “I love it and 
our teachers feel the feedback is more meaningful for their instructional development. The only 
  155 
teacher resistance Jaclyn can remember is that the union wanted more consistency in terms of 
how often division heads were in the classrooms.  
The CHS teachers agreed the implementation process has been effective, and it comes 
down to trust with the administration. Jim said, “if I trust my evaluator and it’s in my best 
interest, then you can’t beat that.” Kim stated, “the new evaluation process is clearer and the 
feedback I get is specific to my classroom observation. The feedback I get is not subjective and 
provides me with insight into improving my classroom effectiveness.” Mike said, “I have only 
used this evaluation process while teaching, but I believe it is helpful in my professional 
development.” Stephanie added, “the evaluation process has not been threatening to our teachers, 
which has resulted in honest and open dialogues between faculty and administration.” 
Summary. Findings from the second research question were incorporated into three 
themes: (a) initial responses to the teacher evaluation process, (b) principal and teacher 
relationship after implementation, and (c) evaluation process effectiveness. As I looked across 
the two districts, there were similarities with the data collected from research question two. The 
two districts experienced anxiety and trepidation during the beginning stages of development and 
implementation. Teachers from the two districts were not certain whether the new evaluation 
process would be used in a punitive manner. Data collected from the two districts showed a 
positive relationship existed between the principal and teachers. All participants reported they 
felt the implementation process for their respective building was effective. Faculty from both 
districts have had a positive experience with their central office and building level administration 
throughout the changes to their evaluation processes. 
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Change in Principals’ Perceptions of Roles 
Research Question 3 was as follows: How have restructured teacher supervision and 
evaluation components changed principals’ perceptions of their roles as educational leaders. 
Data analysis revealed two themes: (a) challenges faced by educational leaders and (b) the 
changes to the principal and teacher relationship as a result of the new teacher evaluation 
process. 
Challenges faced by district leaders when implementing a student growth 
component. Both districts experienced challenges with the implementation of the student growth 
as a component. Forest District and River District central office administrators communicated 
difficulties using student performance data to collaborate and improve instructional practices. Dr. 
Smith and Mr. Fernandez have had a difficult time getting teachers to effectively analyze student 
performance data. Principals Chism and McCann mentioned the increase in accountability with 
student achievement and giving autonomy to teachers in their instructional practices.  
 Challenges faced by Forest District leaders. As superintendent, Dr. Fitzgerald 
experienced challenges with the teacher evaluation reforms. He stated,  
Last year I worked with College Board and different panels on a national level to 
communicate that the process of the new teacher evaluation was more important than the 
actual student growth measurements. I encouraged the fidelity of using PLCs as a 
platform for monitoring student performance data collaboratively as a team, as opposed 
to the initial proposal of standardized testing. I wanted teachers to have ownership in the 
metrics used to measure student growth. 
 
Dr. Fitzgerald provided his building principals with the district’s vision, the legislative language, 
and the core of the new teacher evaluation process. The superintendent has worked alongside the 
principals in Joint Committee meetings, assessing the evaluation instruments, as well as 
providing trainings for principals and any other willing stakeholders.  
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 Dr. Smith described the biggest challenge that he faced when implementing the student 
growth component was helping teachers understand it is important to monitor student growth 
beyond just the designated summative evaluation timeline. He believes that collecting, analyzing, 
and providing interventions based on data analysis should be a natural outcome of an effective 
PLC. Teachers should not feel overwhelmed or burdened by the task of collecting and analyzing 
student performance data. Dr. Smith communicated that the teachers understand the process at 
this point, but the challenge for them as a district has been to create a culture where teachers take 
the initiative to collaborate and analyze student performance data to improve student learning, 
because they want to improve their instruction, and they want the best for students. 
JCHS Principal Dr. Chism believes the biggest challenge for him, as principal, is to allow 
teachers the autonomy to decide which students they want to monitor for growth for their 
personal evaluations, while—at the same time—he is accountable and evaluated based on the 
learning growth of all students. He trusts teachers are developing meaningful goals and 
assessments to help all of their students show growth, which empowers teachers but removes his 
administrative control. If students do not show growth for his student growth goals, then it can 
come back to negatively affect his professional evaluation. The philosophy of improving student 
learning and growth has been embraced by everyone. Teachers are given ownership in the 
process, which is valued and appreciated by the teachers. The next step is to ensure that all 
students are monitored for growth and provided the necessary support systems to be successful. 
Dr. Flores described the challenges Dr. Chism faced while implementing district-wide 
evaluation reforms: 
In this district, it was helping teachers adapt to change. I think it was creating a program 
that was focused on student learning, not catching teachers “not doing what they’re 
supposed to do.” But it was definitely to use that student growth component, to see where 
kids are and aren’t succeeding, and give teachers a format to work with colleagues to 
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address those issues. . . . When it comes to push back from the union, it’s been pretty 
supportive. They had a Joint Committee that went through Danielson to meet the needs of 
our philosophy and our building, and the union and teachers had been involved in that 
from the get-go. Tying it into our coaching helped our teachers see and understand that 
they were being supported in it through the building. . . . You’re always going to have 
your top of the triangle people who are very resistant to change. The pacing was good, 
the supports are good, the collaboration, the piloting, and the continued support, 
including the department chairs is always a key role in it to bridge that divide between us 
and the teachers.  
 
The implementation process has been supportive and collaborative, according to Dr. Flores. The 
process has been collegial and focused on growth in the classroom. 
Department Chair Joe described some issues Dr. Chism experienced:  
I do not know what challenges the principal faced, but the fear that existed at the 
beginning was not fear of the principal but fear of the process. The principal no longer 
has the final decision and it is more of a team process now, which has been positive. 
 
Jennifer stated, “The Joint Committee focused a lot on the fear factor here and making what we 
wanted to become a reality clearer. It became the burden of the Joint Committee more than 
building administration to alleviate that stress.” She also mentioned that it was a rocky start to 
the implementation process, and the Illinois Federation of Teachers’ lawyers had to help the 
teachers understand the legal language more clearly. 
Teachers reported there was initial resistance from faculty during the implementation 
phase. Most of the teachers who participated said that teachers with concerns or questions went 
to their department chair for help. Dan and Krista believe that this is a political response to 
people outside of education who want more accountability for teacher performance. Dan stated, 
I feel part of this is a response from a political standpoint. They’re saying, “Show me the 
value that you’re bringing because I’ve got a problem with you having the summers off.” 
I’m serious! I think there’s a bunch of people out there saying, “All of my tax money is 
going to education, show me what I’m getting for that.” And that’s partially what this is 
all about, instead of just saying, well, that’s one person’s opinion. This is partially a 
political response to reply to the demand from people wanting accountability. 
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Challenges faced by River District leaders. Dr. Collins said some superintendents were 
afraid of the reforms, and they defaulted to the easiest model to track and manage. He did not 
want to take the easy way out, preferring to take advantage of the opportunity to support teacher 
collaboration. It provided a platform for the district to move away from the established normal 
culture. River District used the legislation to completely transform what teacher collaboration 
looks like and to support teachers in having ownership with all kids. Dr. Collins said,  
You have to free people from that fear to allow them to dream a little. Ceilings are put on 
teachers, or weights are put on them, and it’s the responsibility of the district leaders to 
let that up and say, “Go build a partnership!” 
 
Dr. Collins’s message to Mr. McCann regarding the new Illinois teacher evaluation process is 
that it is all about professional development. He wants Mr. McCann to help teachers grow 
professionally. The intent is not to weed ineffective people out, but to develop excellent teachers.  
 The challenges central office administrators have faced when implementing the student 
growth component has been to ensure that the process supported collaboration and removed 
silos, according to Mr. Fernandez. He said, “we didn’t want to cultivate inadvertently the self-
protecting fear mentality that causes people to shut down.” River District central office 
administrators wanted to make sure teachers were feeling a sense of collective ownership and 
accountability in the mission to help students be successful. The River District central office 
administrative team wanted the building-level interventions that were being put in place by 
teachers and administrators to be measurably impactful in a positive way. Mr. Fernandez 
described the relationship between the central office administrators and building principals as 
collaborative and positive. He described the River District educational organization as a “very 
flat hierarchy.” There is shared decision-making throughout the district. Mr. Fernandez shared, 
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“we use the term ‘defined autonomy’ to push your school and program forward individually, but 
in alignment with district priorities and values, which is galvanizing and sustainable.” 
 The pressure to get students to improve has increased for principals and teachers as a 
result of the teacher evaluation reforms. The principal is in charge of the system and whether the 
system gives a teacher a poor rating or the building a poor rating, the principal must bear the 
responsibility for all students. According to Mr. McCann,  
As a principal, if our people don’t meet their goals, I have failed. And that puts pressure 
on me to think, I can’t yell at people to get higher test scores. So, how can I get the 
necessary change, and maintain a rapport and buy in from staff?  
 
Mr. McCann added that the evaluation process has empowered teachers to ask higher level 
questions, which has been a positive change. The new process keeps everyone honest and 
provides specific details on strengths and areas of growth. We have established trust and with 
that trust we are able to have honest conversations about excellent teaching. 
 Principal McCann faced challenges during the implementation process. Jamie responded, 
You always have to be careful with data. People respond to data very personally, and I 
think that’s where the ownership of everyone has been really critical to move buildings 
forward. We have incrementally added to what we share and every year we push the 
envelope a little more with what we share with staff. Sometimes I think we are almost 
singular with the data we share, like one piece at a time. And were trying to pick things 
that are impactful, keeping in mind what teachers think and hopefully help teachers make 
necessary adjustments to what they’re doing, if that makes sense.  
 
Michael and Jaclyn believe the biggest challenge the principal has faced with the student growth 
component has been ensuring that faculty truly feels like everyone is in it together. Teachers 
have had a difficult time understanding how they have ownership of benchmarks such as 
graduation rate, attendance, etc. It has promoted a higher level of collaboration within the 
building and River District. CHS teachers have a larger number of students who are struggling 
learners, which has raised concern that their numbers will be compared with other schools in the 
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district with fewer struggling learners. Jaclyn said, “we have to show everyone were in this 
together or else you will lose good teachers.”  
  Relationship changes due to the evaluation reforms. The central office administrations 
of Forest District and River District communicated that relationships with their building 
principals were positive and supportive. Dr. Chism and Mr. McCann mentioned that the faculty 
were initially very guarded and concerned over the changes to the teacher evaluation process. 
The faculty trust and support of the principal increased over the past few years, as teachers went 
through the evaluation process, and they felt it was meaningful. The faculty believes it has 
improved dialogue and they do not feel threatened by the process. 
 The Forest District relationship changes as a result of evaluation reforms. Dr. 
Fitzgerald stated,  
Dr. Chism’s relationship with his faculty has always been very positive and if anything, 
as a result of the teacher evaluation changes, that relationship has grown tighter. They 
believe in his vision and they know he will have their back.  
 
According to Dr. Fitzgerald, “The teachers at JCHS did not blame Dr. Chism, and they embraced 
an evaluation tool that was specific and meaningful.” 
Dr. Smith described the relationship between central office administration and the 
building principal: “We have a positive relationship. I know the door is always open on both 
ends, we come together on issues and have plenty of conversations to make sure that everyone 
feels confident about the evaluations.” George communicated that the evaluation process is not 
perfect and legislation is not perfect, but giving teachers accurate feedback and setting up growth 
goals is what is important. He believes the collaboratively structured faculty development 
sessions, weekly meetings, and constant communication ensures a positive experience for 
principals and teachers. Dr. Smith shared that there are times both the principal and he want to 
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go in different directions, but they have always found middle ground and always do what is best 
for students. Dr. Smith described Dr. Chism’s relationship with his teachers after implementing 
the new evaluation process: 
Sean and his faculty have a high level of trust and faith in each other. He has been there 
many years, which has helped him establish positive relationships with his team. Since 
the full implementation, Sean has supported the Joint Committee and his team of teachers 
throughout all of the ups and downs. I have only heard positive feedback from teachers. 
 
 Admittedly, Dr. Chism said the relationship between teachers and the principal was 
uneasy and guarded at the beginning of the implementation process. Dr. Chism said, “We did a 
few years of piloting different things, which helped gain understanding and trust, we learned a 
lot, everyone grew in their understanding and from there we exploded.” The trust he has gained 
over the past few years has allowed his conversations with faculty to be an open dialogue 
focused on faculty development.  
 All three department chairs agreed the relationship between the faculty and the principal 
has remained positive and the process was much smoother this past year. All teacher participants 
also agreed that the teacher and principal relationship did not change due to the implementation 
process and that it has improved dialogue. Observational data collected from summative 
evaluation meetings supported Dr. Chism’s claim that trust exists between the principal and 
faculty. During one of the summative evaluation meetings I observed, a teacher disagreed with a 
rating from Dr. Chism. Dr. Chism listened to the teacher’s explanation of the evidence for the 
domain, and he respectfully provided evidence to support his rating of that teacher. The teacher 
was not upset at Dr. Chism, and she felt supported because he listened and acknowledged her 
opposing view, which provided evidence of a collaborative and supportive environment.  
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The River District changes as a result of the teacher evaluation reforms. Jamie reported 
the principal and teacher relationship is excellent, because Mr. McCann is very thoughtful with 
his approach to faculty development and evaluation. Jamie stated, 
Before I came here, my understanding was that there were these all-staff meetings, where 
we were slapped in the face with the data and yelled at for how we were comparing with 
everyone else in the district. We don’t do that, we talk about it as a team, but we are 
careful with how we share it with the team . . . I think Joseph has been instrumental in his 
relationship with the EA and how he talks to them. He’ll show data points with small ad-
hoc committees and ask for feedback before he shares anything openly to the whole staff. 
He’s careful about what all staff meetings look like, he’ll put common slides together that 
everyone shares with their department, because that’s a better approach than everyone in 
the theater looking at it at the same time. I think he has set the tone as to how we look at 
data, how we talk about it and share with our staff. 
 
According to Jamie, the faculty trusts and appreciates Joseph’s leadership approach for 
improving classroom instruction and student learning.  
 Michael and Jaclyn shared that the new evaluation process has been effectively 
implemented by Mr. McCann and the Joint Committee. They believe Mr. McCann has been 
transparent and supportive throughout the process, which has created a positive environment 
based on trust. Larry and the other teachers all agreed that their relationship with Mr. McCann 
has been positively impacted by the changes to the teacher evaluation process. Observational 
data collected from summative evaluation meetings supports the claim that open dialogue is 
promoted through the new evaluation process. During an observation, the evaluator and teacher 
referred to Standard for Success for evidence, areas for growth, and topics to discuss. Dialogue 
during the summative evaluation meetings were supportive and collaborative. The following 
topics were discussed throughout the evaluations observed: goals, reflections, observational 
evidence, ratings, areas for improvement, the domains of the Danielson teaching framework, and 
effective teaching strategies.   
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Summary. Findings from the third research question were incorporated into two themes: 
(a) challenges faced by educational leaders and (b) changes to the principal and teacher 
relationship. There were both similarities and differences with the data collected in the two 
districts from research question three. The two districts have experienced and effective principals 
who have maintained their positive relationship with their faculty after the implementation of the 
new evaluation process. Dr. Chism communicated his biggest challenge was providing autonomy 
for the student growth component, while that data is being used to evaluate his performance. Mr. 
McCann believes the biggest challenge for him has been making sure CHS reaches the necessary 
benchmarks. “The “all-in” approach is great as long as the building meets those goals,” 
according to Mr. McCann. 
Summary of Findings 
 The overarching research question for this study addressed how central office supports 
principal sensemaking of the new teacher evaluation reform in Illinois and whether those 
changes affected the principal’s relationship with teachers. The multi-site case study illustrates 
the importance of effective communication and collaboration at all levels of the educational 
organization. The principals in this study each demonstrate how, over time, they supported the 
central office decision-making and faculty development, where they embraced learning the 
legislative mandates, the district’s policy, and then the implementation process of the new 
evaluation system with the Joint Committee. Both principals empowered their Joint Committees 
to lead the changes to the teacher evaluation process and allowed professional development and 
training for all faculty. The Joint Committees for both schools consisted of teachers and 
administrators, which offered an opportunity for effective collaboration and decision-making.  
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 The actions taken by central office administrators in this study to support principal 
sensemaking and implementation of the reform mandates for the teacher evaluation process has 
revealed five themes, including: (a) familiarity with the reform policies, (b) perceived central 
office support of principal sensemaking, (c) professional development and training for 
administrators and faculty, (d) implementation of the reform policies, and (e) perceptions on how 
the reform policies were implemented.  
 Data analysis revealed three themes when considering how district relationships changed 
as a result of Illinois state teacher evaluation reform, including: (a) initial responses to the 
teacher evaluation process, (b) principal and teacher relationship after implementation, and (c) 
evaluation process effectiveness.  
The third research question focused on how the restructured teacher supervision and 
evaluation process changed relationships and the principal’s perception of the role as an 
educational leader, data analysis revealed the following two themes: (a) challenges faced by 
educational leaders and (b) the changes to relationships as a result of the new teacher evaluation 
process. 
 Chapter 6, the final chapter, provides a summary of the study, including a statement of 
the problem, a description of the methodology, and major findings from this study. A discussion 
of the results will provide further explanations, interpretations, possible implications for policy 
and practice, and recommendations for future research.  
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Chapter 6 
Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations 
This chapter provides a summary of the research study, including an overview of the 
research methods and a brief summary of the findings. The discussion section addresses the 
findings within the context of the extant literature. An evaluation of this study’s conceptual 
framework, sensemaking, is presented. Finally, this chapter includes the implications for 
practitioners and policymakers, along with suggestions for future research. 
The purposes of this study were to examine how central office administrators support 
principal sensemaking of the Illinois teacher evaluation reform mandates, to identify how 
principals implement the student growth component within their schools, to understand how 
principals promote a building-wide shared understanding of the evaluation process, and to 
determine how the implementation of the reform mandates has affected principal-teacher 
relationships. The increased level of educational accountability and the heightened demands on 
principals to improve student performance on student growth measures have created a 
challenging environment. Because Illinois teacher evaluation reform legislation was enacted only 
a few years ago, and the majority of school districts implemented the required changes during the 
2016-2017 school year, there was limited research, regarding how central office administrators 
support site leaders and the effects of this implementation on principal and teacher relationships. 
Overview of Research Methodology  
 This qualitative inquiry was a comparative multiple-case study of two public high school 
districts in Illinois, to explore how central office administrators support building principals in 
their sensemaking of the changes to the Illinois teacher evaluation system. The theoretical 
framework of sensemaking (Weick, 1995) guided this research study. Sensemaking is 
  167 
understood to be the act of taking in and internalizing information, framing it, and using it to 
determine actions and behaviors in a way that manages meaning for individuals (Weick et al., 
2005). The selection of the case study sites was determined by a combination of referral and 
snowball sampling, with the goal being to identify high school districts that were willing to 
participate, had fully implemented the new evaluation mandates, the building principal had held 
the position for at least 3 years, and professional development had been provided on the 
evaluation reforms. Within each district, one high school was selected as the focus for interviews 
and observations. 
The following overarching research question guided this study: How do central office 
administrators in two Illinois high school districts support high school principals make sense of 
legislative policies as they implement reform mandates for teacher evaluation and supervision 
and how are relationships affected by these changes? Three research subquestions supplemented 
this question: 
1. How do central office administrators support principal sensemaking and implementation 
of the reform mandates for the teacher evaluation process?  
 
2. To what extent have principal-teacher relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois 
state teacher evaluation policies?  
 
3. How have restructured teacher supervision and evaluation changed relationships among 
central office leaders, building administrators, and faculty? 
 
This research was conducted over a 14-month period, encompassing January 2018 
through February 2019. A total of 22 participants were interviewed across the two districts: four 
central office administrators, two principals, two assistant principals, five department 
chairs/division heads, and nine teachers. Nine one-on-one interviews were conducted at Forest 
District and JCHS, which included the following: the superintendent; the director of curriculum, 
instruction and assessment; the principal, and one assistant principal. There were two focus 
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group interviews at JCHS; one was conducted with three department chairs, and one included 
four teachers. There were eight one-on-one interviews at River District and CHS, which included 
the superintendent, the associate superintendent for human resources, the principal, and one 
assistant principal. Of the two focus group interviews at CHS, one included two division heads 
and the other included five teachers. Additionally, select participants engaged in follow-up 
interviews and emails. On-site observations were conducted to collect data related to the 
implementation of the new evaluation process at both districts. Documents were collected and 
analyzed as another data source for the study. Triangulation was made by utilizing a variety of 
data sources, including participant interviews, observational data, and document analysis. 
Findings 
 A concise summary of the results is presented in this section and organized by research 
question. 
Research Question 1: How do central office administrators support principal 
sensemaking and implementation of the reform mandates for the teacher evaluation 
process? Findings from this question were incorporated into five themes: (a) sensemaking and 
understanding of teacher evaluation reform, (b) central office influence on principal sensemaking 
of teacher evaluation reform, (c) central office provided professional development and 
sensemaking for administrators and faculty on the new teacher evaluation reform, (d) full 
implementation and support of the teacher evaluation reform mandates, and (e) stakeholders’ 
varying levels of confidence and understanding with the new teacher evaluation reform.  
In both districts, central office administrators were intentional in assisting building 
administrators and faculty in understanding the teacher evaluation reform mandates. The Joint 
Committees for both districts contained an equal number of teachers and administrators as 
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members. Teachers and administrators from both districts attended workshops and conferences 
prior to the implementation of the new evaluation mandates. The Superintendent from River 
District worked with the district’s attorney to develop an “all-in” approach to the student growth 
component. The Director of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment for Forest District worked 
with a teacher from the Joint Committee to develop a district plan to incorporate student growth 
into their teacher evaluation process. 
The Illinois education reforms required all public school districts to revise their teacher 
evaluation processes to bring them into alignment with state mandates. River District elected to 
submit a request for State approval for district-wide, “all-in” student growth components to be 
monitored and tracked by district office, permitting administrators and teachers to attend to 
professional practice—utilizing the Danielson teaching framework for teacher evaluation and 
development. The River District interpretation of the policy reform relieved individual teachers 
and administrators from the responsibility of developing and monitoring student performance 
data, as well as the requirement to participate in numerous conferences to develop, approve, and 
monitor student growth goals. The student growth benchmarks, determined by the River central 
office, were based on student achievement and learning. The benchmarks are important data 
points in determining whether schools are successfully helping students learn. The River District 
principals were not included as members of the Joint Committee, because the student growth 
data are monitored and tracked by the district office. The student growth benchmarks for River 
District are not discussed and analyzed at the building level, which limited building leaders and 
teachers from collaborating, analyzing, discussing, and setting up goals around the performance 
benchmarks. The data were not being used to drive PLC activities or the building professional 
development initiatives. 
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The Forest District principals are members of the Joint Committee and participated in the 
conversations and the decision-making process from the beginning stages of the evaluation 
discussions. The Forest District interpretation of the reform policy promoted teacher and 
administrator collaboration based on student learning goals, including numerous meetings 
between individual teachers and their administrative supervisors to identify, approve, and 
monitor student growth data. The increased collaboration for teachers and administrators 
promotes professional development and effective data analysis. These changes increase teachers’ 
sharing best practices and identifying areas for growth.  
Central office administrators from both districts supported principal sensemaking with 
training provided by the central office. Also, central office leaders provided a web-based 
evaluation system for teacher evaluations, providing portals for teachers to enter materials and 
administrators to enter supervisory data and observation notes. The trainings for principals in 
River District occurred at the beginning stages of the implementation process 3 years ago and are 
provided annually through the ROE the week before school starts. Forest District provides 
professional development opportunities for faculty and administration throughout the school 
year. 
The Joint Committees determined the plan for implementation and development of the 
new teacher evaluation process for both districts. Similarities in the two districts included the 
following: the decision-making process was led by the Joint Committee, stakeholders believed 
increased accountability motivated the state changes to the teacher evaluation process, 
sensemaking and understanding were facilitated by the Joint Committee, there was teacher 
anxiety at the beginning of the reform process, and there was a high level of confidence after 2 
years of implementation in both districts. The differences that existed in the two districts 
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included the following: teachers and division heads at CHS do not clearly understand the teacher 
evaluation reform mandates as opposed to the teachers and department chairs at JCHS, the 
professional development for administrators and teachers in Forest District happens more 
frequently than in River District. The teacher evaluation process pertaining to student growth are 
dramatically different in both districts. Forest District uses the student performance data at the 
building level and teacher level to drive professional development and collaboration. River 
District monitors and tracks building level benchmarks for student growth and promotes building 
level administrators and teachers to focus development based on the Danielson framework.  
Research Question 2: To what extent have principal-teacher relationships changed 
as a result of revised Illinois state teacher evaluation policies? Data analysis revealed three 
themes: (a) initial responses when faculty were introduced to the new teacher evaluation process, 
(b) the current relationship between the principal and teachers after implementation, and (c) the 
effectiveness of the new teacher evaluation process. The evaluation mandates sparked initial 
responses of fear and trepidation by faculty for both districts: Faculty were concerned that the 
evaluation reforms would aim to dismiss faculty based on poor performance. Faculty confidence 
in the new teacher evaluation process has increased as faculty and administrators have gained 
experience with the process. Both districts’ faculties communicated confidence in their 
principal’s leadership in implementation of the reforms. Central office administrators for both 
districts reported faculty are more confident now as opposed to before, because they have 
experience in the new evaluation process, and they have fewer questions regarding their 
evaluations. 
Despite teacher trepidations, changes to the teacher evaluation process for Forest District 
and River District have not resulted in teachers receiving needs improvement or unsatisfactory 
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ratings from their administration. Nearly all teachers in both districts are rated excellent or 
proficient, which positively affects the principal and teacher relationship. Faculty from both 
districts shared a high level of trust in their principals due to the positive experiences they have 
had over the years with their evaluation process. Faculty do not feel that they are being targeted 
by administration, which builds trust and confidence throughout the buildings and districts. 
The Forest District and River District central office administration, building 
administration, and faculty all communicated the importance in having explicit language in the 
Danielson teaching framework that is aligned with their evaluation instrument. Faculty from both 
districts felt the feedback was more meaningful and helpful. A significant difference between the 
evaluation processes employed by the two districts is the use of the student growth component to 
drive the PLC work. River District does not utilize the student performance data from the 
evaluation process for teacher collaboration, and Forest District requires a student growth 
component to be developed and monitored within their PLC work. 
Research Question 3: How have restructured teacher supervision and evaluation 
components changed principals’ perceptions of their roles as educational leaders? Data 
analysis revealed two themes: (a) challenges faced by educational leaders and (b) the changes to 
the principal and teacher relationship as a result of the new teacher evaluation process. Both 
districts faced challenges with implementing student growth as a component of their evaluation 
processes. Superintendents from the two districts communicated they were having a difficult 
time creating a culture where teachers initiate conversations and to effectively analyze student 
performance data for improving their instructional practices. Both high school principals 
mentioned significant challenges for them has been the increase in their personal accountability 
for student achievement and giving autonomy to teachers in their classroom instruction.  
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The central office administration for Forest District and River District both 
communicated that their relationship with their building principal was positive and supportive. 
Both superintendents reported that the faculty were initially guarded and concerned about the 
teacher evaluation reforms. Faculty trust and support of the principal increased in recent years, as 
teachers experienced the new process and concluded it was meaningful and supportive. The 
faculty believes it has improved dialogue, and they do not feel threatened by the process. 
Discussion 
This section interprets and analyzes the results of this research study. In particular, the 
discussion is organized by addressing the purpose of this study through the sensemaking 
framework. This study identified a number of themes that help to address the question of how 
central office leaders help principals make sense of the Illinois teacher evaluation reform. 
Understanding how central office administrators interpret policy reform and provide professional 
development to principals helps shape the effectiveness of the implementation process and the 
relationships that exist between the principal and faculty. This study intends to improve the 
understanding of how the central office administration promotes principal sensemaking of policy 
reform in Illinois for high school districts. Illinois high school districts were chosen for this 
study, because the student learning benchmarks are different at the high school level. Potential 
benchmarks that can be used for high schools include the following: graduation rate, SAT 
proficiency in Math and ELA, ninth graders on track for graduation, Advanced Placement 
enrollments and exam scores, and dual credit enrollments and exam scores. These benchmarks 
are not monitored at the junior high level or the elementary level, which poses a challenge in 
providing comparative student growth data across the PK-12 spectrum. 
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In addition, I sought to understand how central office administrators supported principal 
sensemaking with evaluation reform mandates and how the implementation of the student 
growth component affected the relationships between the principal and teachers. This section 
provides a discussion of selected findings from this study, including sensemaking, central office 
influence, implementation of the teacher evaluation reform mandates, stakeholder confidence, 
initial responses to the teacher evaluation process, principal and teacher relationship, 
effectiveness of the teacher evaluation process, and challenges faced by educational leaders. 
Principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform. Sensemaking occurs when a flow 
of organizational circumstances, such as teacher evaluation reform mandates, are turned into 
words and salient categories (Weick et al., 2005). PERA requires all Illinois public school 
districts to implement standards-based evaluation systems that include student growth indicators 
for all educators based upon a process of phasing in these requirements, with all districts required 
to implement these components by the 2016-2017 school year (Chico & Koch, 2014). Forest 
District and River District educators gained knowledge of the teacher evaluation reform for 
Illinois through conferences and workshops. A select number of central office administrators, 
building administrators, and faculty attended these conferences and workshops.  
Principals and central office leaders have the most influence on school decision-making 
processes; however, they do not lose influence as others gain influence through distributed 
leadership practices (Louis et al., 2010). Sensemaking occurs when a flow of organizational 
circumstances, such as teacher evaluation reform mandates, are turned into policies and practices 
(Weick et al., 2015). Central office administrators for the two districts shaped principal 
sensemaking of the new teacher evaluation process through the intentional decision to include or 
not include principals on the Joint Committee. The Joint Committee for River District was only 
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four members and did not include any principals, while the Forest District Joint Committee 
included both principals and had eight members. The decision to limit principal participation on 
the Joint Committee by River District central office administration played a significant role in 
principal sensemaking. The Forest District decision to include principals on the Joint Committee 
also played a significant role in principal sensemaking of policy reform. The Joint Committee 
was responsible for principal sensemaking, developing and implementing the new evaluation 
process, and providing professional development for all stakeholders. Sensemaking involves 
turning circumstances into a situation that is understood explicitly in words and that serves as a 
catalyst into action (Weick et al., 2005). As was required by Illinois law, the two districts 
similarly developed a Joint Committee, which operated as the decision-making team consisting 
of equal numbers of teachers and administrators.  
The conferences and workshops that shaped the sensemaking of the policy reform in 
Illinois was attended by the Joint Committees of the two districts. These conferences that the 
superintendents attended led the River District Superintendent to pursue an all-in approach to the 
teacher evaluation reform and also prompted the Forest District Superintendent to include the 
principals on the Joint Committee. Similar to Anderson’s (2018) dissertation research examining 
an Illinois school district implementing teacher evaluation reforms, the two principals 
experienced different trainings, which led to different experiences with principal sensemaking of 
the new evaluation process.  
An issue identified throughout the study at River District was that stakeholders were not 
able to identify the student growth benchmarks. River District communication of student growth 
goals for teacher evaluation was not evident throughout the research. The data related to the 
student performance data was only analyzed by the River District Joint Committee, and teachers 
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were not using it within their evaluation process. The decision to use the “all-in” approach 
relieved teachers and administrators of the time consuming responsibility of developing and 
monitoring specific learning goals. However, as it was implemented in River District, the “all-in” 
approach does not promote teacher and administrator collaboration, data analysis, and providing 
student learning interventions based on student performance data. Teachers are not sharing data 
to identify common trends or best practices, and principals are not having collaborative 
conversations with their faculty members to review student performance data and establish 
improvement goals. Aligning the district student growth benchmarks with building and 
classroom goals could benefit administrators, faculty, and students. In contrast, in Forest District 
the growth goals for teachers were collaboratively developed and monitored by both teachers and 
administrators throughout the evaluation process. 
Central office influence on principal sensemaking. The majority of research on the 
relationship between the actions of central office leaders and teaching and learning improvement 
points to the importance of central office involvement in these efforts (Honig, 2012). The central 
office administration for both districts in this case study had significant influence on principal 
sensemaking and policy implementation at each building. A significant difference between the 
two districts is how the central office organized their Joint Committee and who served as 
committee members. The principals’ intentional involvement in collaboratively developing and 
implementing a student growth component would help improve principal sensemaking pertaining 
to teacher evaluation. This study helps expand the importance of including all stakeholders in the 
decision making process. Principals are responsible for providing instructional leadership, and it 
is important for them to have ownership in the direction of the evaluation process. 
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The River District central office did not include the principal as part of the decision-
making process for the new evaluation process. The training or professional development for 
principals in River District was led by central office and occurred 3 years ago at the district 
office. River District provides evaluator trainings the week before school starts to ensure 
evaluators are currently certified to evaluate. The training for River District principals is based 
on the Danielson teaching framework and is not focused on student growth. The River District 
central office administration does not provide professional development for principals on student 
growth. Informal conversations happen at the monthly leadership meetings, but specific training 
or focused discussions on student growth is not formally discussed. The data related to the 
student growth benchmarks is monitored and tracked by central office in River District, and the 
building principals focus on the Danielson teaching framework domains for teacher evaluations.  
The Forest District Superintendent distributed leadership of the new evaluation process to 
the Director of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment. The central office administration for 
the two districts organized the Joint Committees to include both principals as well as union 
leaders and teachers. A Forest District central office administrator and a teacher collaboratively 
developed the new evaluation plan. The Joint Committee collaboratively developed the 
implementation process and all members were part of the decision-making process. Central 
office administration provided principal sensemaking through the Joint Committee, professional 
development offered by the Joint Committee, and through the trainings offered throughout the 
year. The Forest District Principal was part of the development process, decision-making 
process, and the implementation process, which all helped him with his sensemaking of the 
reform policies and the new teacher evaluation process. Data related to student growth is 
monitored and tracked collaboratively within Forest District by administration and teachers. 
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Implementation of the teacher evaluation reform mandates. Superintendents need to 
work collaboratively with building principals to initiate school reform focused on academic 
instruction (Davis, 2014). Forest District and River District have 2 years of full implementation 
of the new evaluation process. The Forest District central office provides professional 
development throughout the school year on the evaluation process for both teachers and 
administrators at the same time. Initially, the trainings were required of all faculty, but since it is 
in the third year of implementation, these professional development opportunities are voluntary. 
The dates and topics are clearly outlined in the Forest District professional development program 
guide. New teachers to the district are provided training on the evaluation digital system, student 
growth, and the Danielson teaching framework at new teacher orientation, which is led by the 
central office administration.  
The River District central office tracks and monitors the student growth component for 
all buildings in the district, which allows building principals and faculty to focus on the domains 
of the Danielson teaching framework for evaluation and supervision. Evaluators are required to 
participate in administrator training prior to the start of the school year to ensure they are 
currently certified to evaluate. New teachers in River District are provided training on the new 
evaluation process at their respective building and by a building administrator. The training 
covers the web-based evaluation system Standard for Success, the evaluation timeline, and the 
domains of the Danielson teaching framework. 
Increased central office, principal, and teacher confidence with the new evaluation 
process. The organization of the Joint Committee in the two districts helped the decision-making 
process for the design and successful implementation of the new evaluation process, including 
the student growth component. The central office leaders for the two districts led professional 
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development at the beginning of the implementation process and were knowledgeable and 
confident regarding the new evaluation process and implementation in their districts. District 
leaders can promote high-quality teaching and address the human side of assessment; in addition, 
teachers need to be included in designing the performance evaluation process. Teachers must feel 
confident that performance assessment will help them improve student learning and classroom 
instruction (Leithwood et al., 2004). 
Anderson’s (2018) dissertation research concluded that training experiences varied for 
principals, which led to different experiences’ with principals’ sensemaking and implementation 
within their schools. Similar to the findings from the Anderon (2018) study, the two principals 
had different training experiences throughout the development and implementation of the new 
teacher evaluation process. By participating on the Joint Committee, the Forest District Principal 
was able to learn specific details about the development of the evaluation rubric, the student 
growth component, and the decision-making process as district educators designed their 
evaluation system. His experience on the Joint Committee gave him a clear understanding of the 
process and how the student growth component would factor into each teachers’ evaluation. The 
Forest District Principal’s knowledge of the process and positive relationships with his faculty 
promoted a collaborative environment. Forest District teachers trusted the principal as an 
evaluator, because he was able to support teachers as their supervisor and evaluator. Trust 
connects individuals and groups to a common purpose, which was professional development, and 
promotes collaboration and cooperation among independent actors (Adams & Miskell, 2016). 
Faculty and administrators gained confidence as they worked together with the Danielson 
framework and with the student growth component.  
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The River District Principal, who was not on the Joint Committee, was also very 
knowledgeable and confident with the Danielson framework, which was used for their evaluation 
process. The faculty trusted him, and they felt confident with the evaluation process as well. 
However, the student growth benchmarks used for teacher evaluations were not completely 
understood by administrators and teachers. The Joint Committee was limited to four individuals, 
and the data related to the student growth benchmarks was only monitored by the Joint 
Committee, which meant administrators and teachers were not working with the student growth 
data throughout the evaluation process. The purpose behind this decision was to allow principals 
and teachers to focus on the classroom, which in turn would result in positive student growth. 
The decision for central office to monitor and track student growth alleviated evaluators from 
incorporating this evaluative piece within the evaluation process, but it led to confusion and 
uncertainty by both administrators and teachers as to how student growth was a significant factor 
in their evaluation. This process also limited teacher and administrator collaboration based on 
student performance data in PLCs or within professional development opportunities. 
Research by Steindorf (2015) concluded that teachers are reluctant to adjust their 
practices to conform with PERA requirements and that they considered this legislation to be a 
source of stress in their jobs. The study also attributed some gains in student growth within the 
school to increased communication between administrators and faculty that stemmed from 
PERA. Contradictory to the Steindorf study, the faculty in my study were willing to change their 
practices to address the evaluation reform mandates; teachers from both districts reported they 
embraced the new evaluation process. 
Supporting initial responses to the new teacher evaluation process. Restructured 
teacher evaluation systems are not only new to principals but they are also new to teachers, who 
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are experiencing numerous changes to policies and systems, including how often they are 
observed; how they are evaluated; and the stakes attached to revised policies in terms of hiring, 
tenure, and dismissal decisions (Reid, 2017). Initial teacher responses of fear and trepidation 
were described by all participants, including administrators, for both River District and Forest 
District. Teachers expressed concern that the new evaluation process would aim to release 
teachers based on the summative evaluation ratings of unsatisfactory or needs improvement.  
Neither principal in either district reported diminished teacher morale or increased 
teacher stress in their schools as a consequence of the new evaluation system, in contrast to 
Bullis’s research (2014), who found that principals perceived low teacher morale and increased 
teacher stress in their buildings due to the implementation of state teacher evaluation reforms. 
Bullis reported that more teachers were placed in remediation with the new evaluation process in 
his study, but that did not occur in the two districts in my study. Teacher summative evaluation 
data for 2018 concluded that 99% or more of teachers in the two districts received a summative 
rating of proficient or excellent, which helped relieve teachers’ concerns that the evaluation 
process may be used to dismiss underperforming teachers. Research by Nasso (2015) found 
successful implementation depends on motivating educators to implement the new policy and 
providing them with the necessary resources to do it effectively. Nasso reported that teachers 
were motivated to implement the changes to the evaluation process, and they felt supported by 
their administrative team. Similar to Nasso’s (2015) conclusions, though, it was difficult in my 
research to discern whether the Illinois PERA legislation accomplished its goal of increased 
student academic performance since the student growth component was either monitored by the 
Joint Committee or buried in overall teacher summative evaluation ratings. Thus, additional 
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research is needed to identify the state’s assessment of effective evaluation processes and 
determine whether the reform successfully accomplished its goal of improved student learning. 
A move toward capacity building requires careful thought and action for how district 
leaders organize and coordinate the work of schools and teachers (Adams & Miskell, 2016). 
Leaders who centralize too much control at the top of the organizational hierarchy can stifle 
knowledge creation and adaptation at the school level, whereas too little coordination across 
schools leads to confusion and unequal learning opportunities. In this study, central office 
leaders in the two districts realized the trepidation held by teachers and approached supporting 
teachers differently. River District decided to develop a plan for central office to manage and 
monitor student growth benchmarks without placing responsibility on building administrators or 
teachers. Forest District included the principal on the Joint Committee, which allowed him to be 
a participant in the decision-making process for the new teacher evaluation development and 
implementation. 
The school trust literature describes as an antecedent to important educational processes 
and outcomes: professional learning, instructional change, collective action, collaboration, 
knowledge creation, student achievement, motivation, and school performance are all essential 
(Adams & Miskell, 2016). Forest District invited teachers to engage in the decision-making 
process and collaboratively developed a plan to incorporate student growth into the evaluation 
process. Forest District and River District faculties both communicated confidence and trust in 
their principal’s leadership in the implementation of the new evaluation process. Central office 
administrators for both districts believe faculty evidence more confidence now, because they 
have experience with the process and have fewer questions regarding their evaluations.  
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Promoting positive principal and teacher relationships. High school principals in both 
districts developed positive relationships with their teachers, because they used the evaluation 
process to support the professional development of teachers and not as a mechanism to discuss 
underperforming tenured teachers. All participants in the study described their relationships with 
their building principals as positive and trustworthy. Faculty from both districts shared a high 
level of trust in their principals due to the positive experiences they have had over the years with 
the restructured evaluation process. Faculty do not feel that they are being targeted by 
administration through the evaluation process, which developed trust and confidence throughout 
the building and district. Similar to a study by Bakopoulos (2013), which examined the ethical 
beliefs and preparation practices of high school principals when reaching evaluation decisions 
for teacher retention and/or tenure, principals reported they felt confident with the teacher 
evaluation training. Findings from the Bakopoulos (2013) study indicated that the principals 
were ethical agents who perceived that they received sufficient training on the mechanics of 
teacher evaluation processes but limited training in ethical dimensions of teacher evaluation. 
Further research on principal ethics related to teacher evaluation is needed to determine whether 
principals need more training in leadership. 
 Effectiveness of the teacher evaluation process. Trust supports the development of 
teacher knowledge, skills, and abilities that make reform enactment possible (Cosner, 2009). 
Two recent dissertation studies (Anderson, 2018; Conrad, 2018) have explored teacher 
evaluation reforms in Illinois public school districts. Conrad (2018) found small increases in 
principals’ use of improvement levers and increased numbers of tenured teacher dismissals 
following the reforms, but the actual number of underperforming educators identified was low 
compared to the principals’ estimates of underperformance. Principals reported that joint 
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committees in their districts created procedures for student growth measures and summative 
ratings that were favorable to educators, which ultimately increased the teachers’ overall 
summative evaluation ratings (Conrad). Similar to Conrad’s study, which found that principals 
generally gave favorable (proficient or excellent) teacher ratings, my research identified data that 
nearly all teachers in both districts received a proficient or excellent teacher rating. 
 Anderson (2018) examined principals’ sensemaking of SLO policy implementation in 
one Illinois school district, finding that training experiences varied for principals, which led to 
different experiences with principals’ sensemaking and implementation within their schools. 
Principals reported that the process had become yet another requirement for them to complete, 
which added to the complexity of their administrative roles. Consistent with Anderson’s 
findings, I also found the main purpose behind the evaluation reform within each district was to 
meet the legislative requirements, and the perception of the legislation was to increase 
accountability. 
Challenges faced by educational leaders. Central office administrators and building-
level administrators face a challenge when they are accountable for achievement outcomes and 
are dependent upon others and other variables to achieve those outcomes (Farnsworth, 2015). 
Central office administrators and building-level administrators face challenges with the 
implementation of student growth as a component in the teacher evaluation process. In the two 
districts, central office administrators communicated difficulties using student performance data 
to increase collaborative teacher practices in relation to improving instructional practices. Central 
office administrators in the two districts communicated they have had a difficult time 
transforming their respective building cultures to embrace collaborative data analysis and data 
driven decision making. Both building principals mentioned the administrative challenges of 
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empowering teachers with autonomy and focusing on student growth through reinforcing 
effective instructional practices.  
PERA and Senate Bill 7 are relatively new legislation for all stakeholders and requires 
educators to interpret the reform, determine how to effectively implement the changes, and then 
assess the effectiveness of the implementation. This is the third year of required implementation 
across all Illinois public school districts—although due to staggered implementation some 
districts have been involved with the evaluation reforms for a longer period of time. Thus, some 
tenured teachers may have only experienced one year working within the student growth 
component as part of their evaluation, due to Illinois’ 2-year tenure cycles and whether it was a 
year for their summative evaluations. Time is a factor that must be considered when 
implementing significant evaluation reforms and processes. In this study, the evaluation 
mandates prompted central office leaders in the two districts to focus primarily on satisfying the 
minimal requirements of the state legislation as they redesigned their evaluation systems. The 
Forest District could take it a step further though, by developing building-wide student growth 
benchmarks, similar to River District, to help align and focus teacher and administrator goals for 
student learning. The participants did not communicate how the student growth component was 
improving student learning, because district leaders focused on the state mandates as they 
developed their new evaluation process.  
Changes to the principal and teacher relationship. The principal’s dual role as 
supervisor and evaluator can create some philosophical conflicts among teachers. Principals can 
create environments that encourage teacher growth through collaborative opportunities 
(Brezechia et al., 2014). The central office administration for Forest District and River District 
communicated that the relationship with their building principals were positive and supportive. 
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The development of the Joint Committee relieved principals from being the sole person 
responsible for building implementation for the new evaluation process. The two principals 
mentioned that the faculty were initially very guarded and concerned over the changes to the 
teacher evaluation process. The level of teachers’ participation in a school’s decision making 
processes can strongly influence their sensemaking of policy implementation (Brezechia et al., 
2014). The faculty trust and support of the principal increased over the past few years, as 
teachers went through the evaluation process, and they felt it was meaningful and supportive. 
The faculty believes the new evaluation process has improved administrator and teacher dialogue 
and they do not feel threatened by the process. 
Implications 
This study presents multiple understandings about how central office administrators 
support principal sensemaking about teacher evaluation policies. This study also provides 
insights into how central office can influence principal leadership and the relationships between 
administrators and teachers. In addition, this study contributes to our understanding of how 
implementing teacher evaluation reforms can affect relationships between principals and 
teachers. This section will discuss three implications of this study. 
Implications for policy. First, this study included two similar public high school districts 
implementing the same state-mandated evaluation reform policies in different ways. According 
to the participants in this study, the state provided inconsistent and unclear expectations for 
implementation of the student growth component, which subsequently led the Joint Committees 
to interpret and implement policy according to their understanding. However, the state of Illinois 
is a local control state, which means that each district was granted the autonomy to determine the 
overall structure of their evaluation models, provided that they adhered to the spirit of the teacher 
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evaluation legislation. Local school districts were provided conferences and workshops that 
outlined the legislation and were offered a state model but did not require strict adherence to this 
model. Under state law, student performance data must be a significant factor for improving 
student learning, but districts could determine the processes whereby these student growth 
components were identified. Consequently, the two school districts elected to measure different 
student growth factors within their respective evaluation processes. Policy effectiveness could 
improve if state policy officials were to mandate specific student growth benchmarks for all 
public school districts that clearly align district, building, and teacher goals for student learning. 
By providing this consistency across the state’s 855 public school districts, which includes the 96 
high school districts, student growth processes would be aligned across the state. 
Second, the intent of the legislation was to improve teacher performance, and this study 
found that local school districts developed processes that favored summative teacher ratings of 
proficient or excellent. When almost every teacher receives a proficient or excellent summative 
evaluation rating, it is difficult to identify whether the student growth component is having the 
intended effect on student learning, or if the overall evaluation process is having the intended 
effect of holding teachers accountable for their professional performance. Therefore, an 
underperforming educator will remain in the classroom with no requirement to improve her/his 
teaching and learning practices because they received a positive summative evaluation rating that 
may not be fully reflective of their performance. Accurate teacher evaluation ratings are 
important for improving teaching and learning practices, recognizing both excellent and 
underperforming teachers, and providing specific feedback to teachers. The latitude that state 
policymakers provided for implementation of the evaluation reforms allowed the two districts to 
develop teacher evaluation processes that made it easier for educators to obtain positive 
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summative evaluation ratings. These inflated ratings can diminish the value of the evaluation 
process and the feedback provided by an evaluator. The evaluation ratings teachers receive may 
be misleading also, because they may receive a positive rating (e.g., proficient or excellent) even 
though the evaluator is concerned that they are performing below district expectations.  
 Third, the implementation of the student growth component has been required by schools 
for the past 2 years, and the state has not provided feedback or further communications regarding 
the overall effectiveness of this policy in practice across the state’s school districts. The goals 
and expectations by the state should be clearly communicated with a subsequent assessment of 
their effectiveness. The two districts with two very different student growth components makes it 
difficult to assess the effectiveness of instructional leadership in a district, because the variables 
are not consistent. In addition, district leaders in this study were not using data from the student 
growth component to guide conversations focused on improving student learning. Districts need 
feedback regarding the implementation of the teacher evaluation process and the effectiveness of 
their process—particularly as it relates to the use of student growth data to promote improved 
teaching and learning practices. District leaders, teachers, and students will benefit from 
consistent expectations and feedback based on progress. 
 Implications for practice. When nearly all teachers were rated proficient or excellent, as 
was the case in both districts in this study, the effectiveness of teacher evaluation is diminished if 
teachers do not feel that all teachers are being accurately and appropriately evaluated, or if they 
do not feel they are held accountable for meeting district performance expectations. It can 
difficult for teachers to value administrator feedback and perceive their supervisors as credible if 
all teachers are evaluated the same, and the ineffective practices of underperforming teachers are 
ignored. Excellent teachers want to be recognized for their excellence, and when their peers, who 
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are not excellent, receive similar evaluation ratings, administrators lose credibility with their 
faculty. Teachers must have faith in the evaluation process, trusting that they are receiving 
accurate feedback based on their teaching performance and that all educators are held to high 
standards. The evaluation process loses its effectiveness when quality teachers are rated the same 
as teachers who are underperforming. 
 Principals are responsible for being learning leaders of their buildings, and it is important 
for them to be involved in the decision-making process when evaluation systems are 
restructured. When principals are not included, they may not fully understand the rationale 
behind adopted evaluation practices and may be unable to effectively supervise their faculty. The 
increased accountability for all educators, including principals, makes the evaluation process 
critical to student learning and faculty development. In addition, within the state of Illinois 
administrator evaluations are based on student growth, which has increased the importance on 
instructional leadership within the building. Consequently, principals should also have input into 
influence on the process for developing and assessing teacher effectiveness in the classroom. 
 One form of professional development that was identified throughout my research 
activities at Forest District was collaboration. The implementation of the new teacher evaluation 
policy at Forest District required teachers and administrators to work together to develop, 
monitor, and assess specific, collaboratively developed, student learning goals. One required 
student growth components involved creating a joint goal with each PLC team. This process 
promoted an expectation of teacher and administrator collaboration, which in turn can help 
teachers and administrators share ideas and best practices. Creating a collaborative environment 
and conversations around student performance data will help all stakeholders identify effective 
teaching strategies and areas for growth.  
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Recommendations for Policy 
Based upon this study, the following recommendations are made for state-level and 
school district policy. These recommendations may be useful for others interested in 
understanding how educational policies influence central office administrators, principal 
sensemaking, and principal and teacher relationships. However, professional judgment should be 
considered with each recommendation. First, Illinois education policymakers should clearly 
identify the goals and language for the evaluation process. To ensure all teachers are rated 
similarly and with the same performance standards, teacher evaluation should not vary from 
district to district. The Illinois school report card displays the percentage of teachers rated 
proficient or excellent, but how those ratings are determined can be dramatically different from 
one district to the next.  
Secondly, the expectations for the student growth component should be clearly outlined 
for both administrators and teachers. Student growth is a significant part of the evaluation rating, 
which means all teachers should be held to the same evaluation standard. Illinois public school 
districts have been required to implement the student growth component for several years now, 
and it is important for districts to use this student growth data to drive their decision-making 
processes in classrooms, buildings, and districts. Analyzing and discussing the data within PLCs 
provides opportunities for teachers to learn from one another, identify student learning gaps, 
strategize instructional improvements, and design classroom assessments that are intended to 
promote student learning. Effective student performance data analysis requires teacher and 
administrator collaboration for improved student learning and classroom instruction. Accurate 
and timely data will help teachers identify meaningful and rigorous student learning goals. Once 
teachers and administrators feel confident in the process of incorporating student growth as a 
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component of the teacher evaluation process, the next step is to use that data to drive instruction 
for improving student learning. Student performance data are critical for timely student learning 
interventions and the professional development of teachers. Student performance data provides 
teachers with necessary insights into their own practice and classroom effectiveness. 
Thirdly, the process for designing and implementation the evaluation system should be 
consistent across districts. In Illinois, school districts were allowed to determine the number of 
Joint Committee members, whether it would be an all-in approach to student growth or based on 
an individual teacher’s performance, and how the evaluation process would be implemented. 
Lastly, a state summative evaluation instrument needs to be developed, with consistent 
performance standards and a consistent rubric to assess and provide feedback to each school 
based on their student growth. If the State is going to mandate this policy for all educators, then 
there should be meaningful feedback to districts regarding their evaluation processes. 
Recommendations for Practice 
This section conveys the recommendations for educational practitioners. The 
recommendations developed in this section were established from the context of this study and 
therefore include the limitations of this research. All stakeholders should consider their 
individual needs while considering this study’s findings and recommendations. Four practitioner 
recommendations are presented.  
Develop district goals related to student growth and provide professional 
development to assist teachers in meeting these goals. The local school board and central 
office administration should identify and communicate the district goals related to student 
growth and provide need supports to help teachers and administrators successfully meet those 
goals. Collaboratively developing those goals, monitoring progress, providing feedback, and 
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celebrating successes are important for improving student learning and teacher effectiveness. 
Classroom and student goals that align with the building, district, and state goals will create an 
aligned, collaborative learning environment that is collectively focused on student learning. 
Goals that are specific and measurable help foster collaborative teacher and administrator 
development within PLCs. Professional development for principal sensemaking is needed to 
ensure policy expectations are understood and implemented with fidelity.  
An effective evaluation process requires a valid evaluation instrument and effective 
feedback. The summative evaluation instrument must be research-based and developed to 
provide accurate and meaningful feedback to all teachers, which means the student growth 
component and the evaluation rubric should have specific language delineating the differences 
between each rating. By current Illinois legislation, the student growth component must be a 
significant factor in the evaluation, which necessitates a process and instrument that can 
effectively assess student growth data for each teacher. The student growth expectations should 
be clearly identified with appropriate evaluation ratings. A teacher who needs to improve her/his 
classroom effectiveness should have not have similar ratings to teachers who are excellent. A 
teacher survey at the end of each school year will help provide necessary feedback for 
administrators and the Joint Committee to make improvements for the following school year. 
Because the evaluation reform has only been implemented for 2 years, Joint Committees should 
annually review the evaluation processes within their districts, making needed modifications to 
meet the needs of the administration, teachers, and students. Identifying the areas of growth are 
critical for developing a consistently effective evaluation process. 
Focused professional development on maintaining and enhancing evaluator skills. 
Central office administrators, building administrators, and faculty benefit from training and skill 
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development related to the evaluation process. It is important to understand the research behind 
teacher evaluation as well as the incorporation of the student growth component as a significant 
factor of the overall teacher rating. Professional development trainings for inter-rater reliability 
and student growth analysis are also necessary to ensure the process is transparent and effective. 
Finally, professional development on effective PLC characteristics will help create a 
collaborative culture centered on improving student learning and instruction. 
Reexamine the evaluation process to refocus on increasing student learning. This 
study found administrators and teachers aimed to meet the requirements of the teacher evaluation 
reform legislation. The teacher evaluation process must emphasize the importance of 
professional development and student learning. Quality professional development for teachers 
through effective teacher evaluation will ultimately lead to improved student learning. Now that 
teachers feel confident in the process and understand what is expected of them, the focus should 
transition to assessing student learning based on standards specifically identifying areas for 
improvement. During teacher evaluation conferences, teachers and their evaluators will be able 
to look at student performance data in-depth to better understand student learning and effective 
instructional practices.  
Recommendations for Additional Research 
Five recommendations for future research are presented in this section. 
Conduct interviews of state policymakers—including the state superintendent—to 
provide additional information to expand upon the goal, implementation, and evaluation of 
the policy. Interviews with the state superintendent and policymakers will provide data related to 
how the State plans to assess and provide feedback to districts based on the evaluation 
requirements. The State needs a plan to help districts that are not effectively implementing the 
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evaluation process, and data from interviews will determine whether a statewide strategic plan 
has been developed to monitor and assess district evaluation processes. Districts that are 
successfully implementing the evaluation process can serve as model districts for others who 
need support. Evaluating educational policy is necessary to determine whether Illinois evaluation 
laws have been implemented with fidelity and in the way that was intended by state legislators.  
Interviewing the state superintendent and policymakers will expand research on whether 
the goals for the teacher evaluation process have changed or been revised. The adoption of 
teacher evaluation reforms has been instrumental in principal sensemaking and principal and 
teacher relationships. It is important for the State to research and analyze districts to determine 
how to effectively implement evaluation reform and share that process with districts who need 
support. Finally, the State must continuously assess the effectiveness of this educational reform 
policy. The intended goal should be measured based on growth, and the most effective 
implementation processes should be shared for school district development.  
Conduct longitudinal research of central office leaders’ support of principal 
sensemaking of Illinois reform policies with additional respondents. The increased 
accountability for all educators, especially principals, has created a learning environment that is 
focused on the results of student learning. The support central office administrators provide 
principals influences their decision making, how they make sense of educational reform, and the 
quality of their supervisory practices. It is important to identify districts that have effectively 
implemented the evaluation reform as well as shown student learning gains since Illinois teacher 
evaluation reforms were enacted. Once that data has been identified and analyzed, research can 
determine decision-making patterns, central office support, and leadership behaviors that led the 
successful implementation.  
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Study the data related to the Illinois policy reform on student learning—before, 
during, and after the implementation of teacher evaluation reforms. As noted in this study’s 
findings, the central office administration, building administration, and faculty were all focused 
on the effective implementation of the evaluation process. Future research could continue to 
explore how building-level administrators’ supervisory practices through the evaluation process 
have influenced student learning. 
Expand upon the qualitative findings through survey research. Research that 
examines teacher and administrator perceptions of evaluation reforms through anonymous 
questionnaires will help determine areas for growth in the evaluation process. Findings from 
survey data also can help administrators prepare targeted professional development for faculty. 
This feedback will also help administrators identify whether their instructional leadership 
practices are meeting their intended goals. 
Future research should explore how the evaluation has influenced classroom 
teaching and learning practices. The student growth requirement arguably has implications for 
how teachers adjust their instructional practices within their classrooms, and also how teachers 
make use of classroom assessments to examine their practices. Future research should investigate 
whether the evaluation process indeed has helped improve classroom instruction. Improving 
teaching and learning practices is the goal of teacher evaluation, and teacher feedback on 
instructional leadership is critical for identifying effective evaluation processes.  
Conclusion 
Ongoing federal and state accountability mandates require school principals to improve 
student learning, implement national and state education policies, maintain a positive school 
culture, provide professional development, and supervise and evaluate faculty members. This 
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qualitative study examined how central office administrators promoted high school principals’ 
sensemaking of teacher evaluation systems that are focused on student growth. The theoretical 
framework of sensemaking was utilized in this study to examine how central office 
administrators helped principals internalize information, how they framed it, and how they used 
it to determine actions and behaviors related to teacher evaluation reform (Weick et al., 2005).  
 Findings from this study noted central office support of principal sensemaking of teacher 
evaluation reform policies. Specifically, results from this study indicated principals’ confidence, 
and knowledge of the new evaluation process was strongly influenced by the composition the 
Joint Committees in both districts. The Joint Committees, organized by central office, were 
responsible for leading the decision-making process, the development of the evaluation system, 
the design of the required student growth component, and the implementation and ongoing 
modifications of the new evaluation process. The central office administration led the 
professional development and trainings related to the teacher evaluation process. Central office 
administrators, building administrators, and faculty gained confidence with the new evaluation 
process after 2 years of full implementation. Nearly all teachers received a proficient or excellent 
rating, which may attribute to the trust and positive relationships between the principals and the 
faculty.  
 Based upon this study, I recommend that the conceptual framework should be researched 
in greater depth. The central office support of principal sensemaking in the two districts were 
different due to the type of student growth component for each district and the principal 
participation on the Joint Committee. Results from this study suggest future research to explore 
the effectiveness of this reform policy and whether student learning has improved. This study’s 
findings also suggest the state of Illinois should clearly articulate the goals of the evaluation 
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reform, provide districts with tools and resources for effective implementation, and determine 
how student growth components can be consistent across all districts.  
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Appendix A 
Email Soliciting Candidates 
Email Requesting Entry From Superintendent 
Dear [Insert Name of Superintendent], 
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Illinois studying under Dr. Donald Hackmann in 
the department of Education Policy, Organization and Leadership. You are being contacted 
because your district is an Illinois high school district that has implemented student growth as a 
significant factor in the teacher evaluation process. Because of that, I wish to explore how 
principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation reform affects principal leadership practices and 
how a superintendent supports principal leadership regarding teacher evaluation reform 
mandates. In addition to examining principal leadership practices, I wish to collect data on 
principal and faculty relationships following the implementation of student growth as a 
significant factor in teacher evaluations. 
 
Should you choose to allow me to perform research at your site, I would like to collect 
information from the following sources: 
 Individual Interviews 
o Superintendent 
o Central office administrators 
o Principal 
 Teacher focus groups 
 Observations 
o PLCs 
o Administrative meetings 
o PERA meetings 
o Faculty meetings 
 Documentation 
o Handouts 
o Public information on the website 
o Administrative guides and notes 
 
Before beginning any research, all participants will be notified and asked to sign letters of 
consent or assent. If there are any district-specific research protocols, those will be adhered to.  
 
If you are interested or have additional questions, please reply via email (kweck@illinois.edu) or 
by phone (847-347-9325). Upon your acceptance, all consent/assent forms and letters of 
invitation to potential participants will be sent for your review. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kevin Weck 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign  
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Email Requesting Entry From School Administrator 
 
Dear [Insert Name of Principal], 
 
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Illinois study under Dr. Donald Hackmann in the 
department of Education Policy, Organization and Leadership. After speaking with [insert 
superintendent], I am contacting you because your high school part of a high school district in 
Illinois that has implemented student growth as a significant factor in the teacher evaluation 
process. Because of that, I wish to explore how principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation 
reform affects principal leadership practices and how a superintendent supports principal 
leadership regarding teacher evaluation reform mandates. In addition to examining principal 
leadership practices, I wish to collect data on principal and faculty relationships following the 
implementation of student growth as a significant factor in teacher evaluations. 
 
Should you choose to allow me to perform research at your site, I would like to collect 
information from the following sources: 
 Individual Interviews 
o Superintendent 
o Central office administrators 
o Principal 
 Teacher focus group interviews 
 Observations 
o PLCs 
o Administrative meetings 
o PERA meetings 
o Faculty meetings 
 Documentation 
o Handouts 
o Public information on the website 
o Administrative guides and notes 
 
Before beginning any research, all participants will be notified and asked to sign letters of 
consent or assent. If there are any district-specific research protocols, those will be adhered to.  
 
If you are interested or have additional questions, please reply via email (kweck@illinois.edu) or 
by phone (847-347-9325). Upon your acceptance, all consent/assent forms and letters of 
invitation to potential participants will be sent for your review. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Kevin Weck 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
 
 
  
  214 
Email Requesting Entry From School Teachers 
 
Dear [Insert Name of Teacher], 
 
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Illinois studying under Dr. Donald Hackmann in 
the department of Education Policy, Organization and Leadership. After speaking with [insert 
superintendent], I am contacting you because your high school part of a high school district in 
Illinois that has implemented student growth as a significant factor in the teacher evaluation 
process. Because of that, I wish to explore how principal sensemaking of teacher evaluation 
reform affects principal leadership practices and how a superintendent supports principal 
leadership regarding teacher evaluation reform mandates. In addition to examining principal 
leadership practices, I wish to collect data on principal and faculty relationships following the 
implementation of student growth as a significant factor in teacher evaluations. 
 
Should you choose to allow me to perform research, I would like to collect information from the 
following sources: 
 Teacher focus group interviews 
 Observations 
o PLCs 
o PERA meetings 
o Faculty meetings 
 Documentation 
o Handouts 
o Public information on the website 
o Administrative guides and notes 
 
Before beginning any research, all participants will be notified and asked to sign letters of 
consent or assent. If there are any district-specific research protocols, those will be adhered to.  
 
If you are interested or have additional questions, please reply via email (kweck@illinois.edu) or 
by phone (847-347-9325). Upon your acceptance, all consent/assent forms and letters of 
invitation to potential participants will be sent for your review. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Kevin Weck 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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Appendix B 
 
Informed Consent: Superintendent, Central Office Administrators and Principal 
Interviews and Site Observations 
 
Date 
 
Dear [insert name]: 
 
You are invited to participate in a study examining principal sensemaking of Illinois policy 
reform of supervision and evaluation of teachers. A goal of this study is to understand how 
central office leadership supports principal sensemaking of policy reform and how principals 
implement changes to teacher supervision and evaluation. This case study is affiliated with the 
Department of Educational Organization and Leadership at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign. Kevin Weck, doctoral candidate, and Don Hackmann are conducting the case study.  
  
Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary. Your decision to participate or 
not to participate will not affect your relationship in any way with your school district or your 
relationship with the University of Illinois. You may elect to terminate this activity if at any time 
you begin to feel uncomfortable about the experience. Should you consent, you will participate 
in no more than two interviews, which should last no longer than one hour each. Interview 
questions will focus on the district’s practices in promoting student learning and developing the 
capacity of school administrators to function as learning leaders. You are permitted to skip any 
interview questions that you prefer not to answer. Interviews will be audiotaped for the purposes 
of data analysis and will be transcribed, with all identifying information removed to protect 
confidentiality of the participants. You also may choose to voluntarily provide documents or 
other artifacts to assist the researchers in understanding the school district’s implementation of 
the teacher evaluation reform. You will receive a copy of the transcript by email attachment to 
double-check the information, and you may be contacted by telephone or email for clarification 
of your interview responses. Should you agree, you also may be contacted for follow-up 
interview. 
 
Your interview responses will be kept confidential and secure, and the results of the interviews 
will only be reported in the aggregate. If you are participating in a focus group interview, this 
format does not provide complete confidentiality because participants will hear their colleagues’ 
responses. Although we cannot guarantee that topics discussed in this focus group will not be 
shared outside the group, we will take careful precautions to monitor and control the group 
discussion so responses remain focused on the interview questions. Publication may include the 
use of quotations from your interview in educational presentations, on websites, in a dissertation, 
and in professional publications, but pseudonyms will be used for all quotations so your 
responses cannot be attributed to you. There is no direct benefit to agreeing to participate in this 
study for participants, but participation in the study involves minimal risk. Through identifying 
learning-focused behaviors of school leaders, it is intended that the school district and 
participants will benefit through improvements in school practices, both for the district involved 
and other school districts. 
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Observations will be conducted of meetings in schools or within the school district when school 
leaders and educators are discussing details pertaining to teacher supervision and evaluation. 
Field notes will be taken, but these observations will not be audiorecorded. The names of 
individuals will not be included in field notes. During observations, participants may request that 
the Investigator step out of the room for a short time or to end the observation, should they 
become uncomfortable with the Investigator’s presence during sensitive discussions. 
 
In general, we will not tell anyone any information about you. When this research is discussed or 
published, no one will know that you were in the study. However, laws and university rules 
might require us to disclose information about you. For example, if required by laws or 
University Policy, study information which identifies you and the consent form signed by you 
may be seen or copied by the following people or groups: a) The university committee and office 
that reviews and approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for 
Protection of Research Subjects; and b) University and state auditors, and Departments of the 
university responsible for oversight of research. If you feel you have not been treated according 
to the descriptions in this form, or if you have any questions about your rights as a research 
subject, including questions, concerns, complaints, or to offer input, you may call the University 
of Illinois Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS) at 217-333-2670 or e-mail 
OPRS at irb@illinois.edu. If you have questions about this study, please contact the responsible 
project investigator, Dr. Donald Hackmann at the University of Illinois (217-333-0230 or 
dghack@illinois.edu) with Kevin Weck (847-347-9325 or kweck@illinois.edu).  
_____________________________________________________________________________  
 
I have read and understand this project and indicate my willingness to voluntarily take 
part in this research study. I have been given a copy of this consent form for my records. 
  
I agree to be interviewed for this study and to have my interview audiotaped for the purpose of 
transcription. 
                     Yes      /        No          (circle one) 
 
Printed Name: ___________________________ Email: ________________________________ 
 
Signature: _______________________________________ Date: ________________________   
 
 
  
  217 
Appendix C 
 
Interview Questions for the Superintendent 
 
The first few questions are going to ask you to talk about your position and your 
understanding of the policy reform in Illinois for the teacher evaluation process. 
1. What is your job title and could you please describe your role in this district? 
2. How long have you worked in this district? 
a. Has your role changed since you started here? 
3. How familiar are you with the teacher evaluation reform policies? 
a. Have you played a role in implementing changes to the previous teacher 
evaluation process for the district? 
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how central office administrators 
support principal sensemaking and implementation of the reform mandates for the teacher 
evaluation process. 
4. How have you supported principal sensemaking of the new Illinois teacher evaluation 
mandates? 
5. What role do you believe the superintendent has in implementing these changes to the 
evaluation process? 
6. Was there formal training or professional development for principals regarding the 
teacher evaluation reform mandates? 
a. If yes, what did the formal training or professional development look like? 
b. If no, how was the principal supported throughout the implementation process? 
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how principals implement the 
district’s student growth component of the Illinois teacher evaluation process with their 
teachers?  
7. Describe how the principal(s) or the district implemented the required changes to the 
teacher supervision and evaluation process. . 
8. Was a district-wide strategic plan developed for developing teacher capacity regarding 
the new teacher evaluation process? 
9. Do principals feel confident with the new teacher evaluation process? 
a. If yes, how do you know? 
b. If no, how will you support principal development? 
The next set of questions will ask you to determine to what extent have principal-teacher 
relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois state teacher evaluation policies?  
10. Describe the relationship status between the teachers and the principal. 
11. Has the implementation of the new teacher evaluation process been effective or not? Why 
or why not?  
The last set of questions will ask you to think about how have restructured teacher 
supervision and evaluation components changed principals’ perceptions of their roles as 
educational leaders? 
12. What challenges have superintendents faced when implementing student growth as a 
component of the teacher evaluation process? What is your belief regarding the new 
Illinois teacher evaluation process? 
13. What message do you share with your building principals about the new Illinois teacher 
evaluation mandates?  
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Appendix D 
 
Interview Questions for Central Office Administrators 
 
The first few questions are going to ask you to talk about your position and your 
understanding of the policy reform in Illinois for the teacher evaluation process. 
1. What is your job title and could you please describe your role in this district? 
2. How long have you worked in this district? 
a. Has your role changed since you started here? 
3. How familiar are you with the teacher evaluation reform policies? 
a. Have you played a role in implementing changes to the previous teacher 
evaluation process for the district? 
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how central office administrators 
support principal sensemaking and implementation of the reform mandates for the teacher 
evaluation process. 
4. How have you become knowledgeable about the new Illinois teacher evaluation 
requirements? 
5. How have you worked to assist principals in their sensemaking of the new Illinois teacher 
evaluation mandates? 
6. How much autonomy do principals have in how they implement these changes? 
7. Who do principals work with if they have questions or concerns regarding the new 
Illinois teacher evaluation mandates? 
8. Has central office administration helped implement the changes to the teacher evaluation 
process? 
a. If yes, how did they help? 
b. If no, how was the principal supported throughout the implementation process? 
9. Was there formal training or professional development regarding the teacher evaluation 
reform mandates? 
a. If yes, what did the formal training or professional development look like? 
i. Are there any documents? 
b. If no, how was the principal supported throughout the implementation process? 
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how principals implement the 
district’s student growth component of the Illinois teacher evaluation process with their 
teachers?  
10. Was a district strategic plan developed for developing teacher capacity regarding the new 
teacher evaluation process? 
11. Do teachers feel confident with the new teacher evaluation process? 
a. If yes, how do you know? 
b. If no, how will teachers receive support? 
The next set of questions will ask you to determine to what extent have principal-teacher 
relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois state teacher evaluation policies?  
12. Overall, how have teachers responded to changes in the teacher evaluation process? 
13. Describe the relationship status between the superintendent and the principal. 
14. Has the implementation of the new teacher evaluation process been effective or not? Why 
or why not?  
  219 
The last set of questions will ask you to think about how have restructured teacher 
supervision and evaluation components changed principals’ perceptions of their roles as 
educational leaders? 
15. What challenges have central office administrators faced when implementing student 
growth as a component of the teacher evaluation process? 
16. Describe the current relationship between central office administration and building 
principals. 
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Appendix E 
 
Interview Questions for Principals 
 
The first few questions are going to ask you to talk about your position and your 
understanding of the policy reform in Illinois for the teacher evaluation process. 
1. What is your job title and could you please describe your role in this district? 
2. How long have you worked in this district? 
a. Has your role changed since you started here? 
3. How familiar are you with the teacher evaluation reform policies? 
a. Have you played a role in implementing changes to the previous teacher 
evaluation process for the district? 
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how central office administrators 
support principal sensemaking and implementation of the reform mandates for the teacher 
evaluation process. 
4. When you think about this past school year, are there some areas of concern regarding the 
teacher evaluation process? 
a. Would you have done something differently if you had the chance? 
b. What would you recommend for next year? 
5. Has central office administration helped implement the changes to the teacher evaluation 
process? 
a. If yes, how did they help? 
b. If no, how was the principal supported throughout the implementation process? 
6. Was there formal training or professional development for you, as principal, regarding 
the teacher evaluation reform mandates? 
a. If yes, what did the formal training or professional development look like? 
b. If no, how was the principal supported throughout the implementation process? 
7. Who assists you if you have questions or concerns regarding the new Illinois teacher 
evaluation mandates? 
a. How has sensemaking played a role in your understanding of the new evaluation 
requirements? 
8. How would you describe your confidence regarding the new mandates? 
9. How much autonomy do you have with the implementation of the new mandates? 
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how principals implement the 
district’s student growth component of the Illinois teacher evaluation process with their 
teachers?  
10. Describe how the student growth component for teacher evaluation has been 
implemented with teachers in your district. 
11. Was a strategic plan developed for developing teacher capacity regarding the new teacher 
evaluation process? 
12. Do teachers feel confident with the new teacher evaluation process? 
a. If yes, how do you know? 
b. If no, how will teachers receive support? 
13. How are teachers expected to collect student performance data? 
a. Have teachers received training in data analysis? 
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14. How do you assist teachers in their sensemaking of the new Illinois teacher evaluation 
requirements? 
15. How have you provided professional development or training for the reform mandates? 
The next set of questions will ask you to determine to what extent have principal-teacher 
relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois state teacher evaluation policies?  
16. Overall, how have teachers responded to changes in the teacher evaluation process? 
17. Describe the relationship status between the teachers and the principal. 
18. Has the implementation of the new teacher evaluation process been effective or not? Why 
or why not?  
The last set of questions will ask you to think about how have restructured teacher 
supervision and evaluation components changed principals’ perceptions of their roles as 
educational leaders? 
19. What challenges have principals faced when implementing student growth as a 
component of the teacher evaluation process? 
20. How have these changes affected the relationship between teachers and principals? 
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Appendix F 
 
Interview Questions for the Focus Groups (Teachers and Department Coordinators) 
 
The first few questions are going to ask you to talk about your position and your 
understanding of the policy reform in Illinois for the teacher evaluation process. 
1. What is your job title? 
2. How long have you worked in this district? 
3. Are you familiar with the teacher evaluation reform policies? 
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how central office administrators 
support principal sensemaking and implementation of the reform mandates for the teacher 
evaluation process. 
4. Was there formal training or professional development regarding the teacher evaluation 
reform mandates? 
a. If yes, what did the formal training or professional development look like? 
i. Are there any documents? 
b. If no, how was the principal supported throughout the implementation process? 
5. In your opinion, what are teachers’ perceptions of how the new evaluation process was   
implemented?  
The next set of questions will ask you to think about how principals implement the 
district’s student growth component of the Illinois teacher evaluation process with their 
teachers?  
6. Do teachers feel confident with the new teacher evaluation process? 
a. If yes, how do you know? 
b. If no, how will teachers receive support? 
7. How are teachers expected to collect student performance data? 
The next set of questions will ask you to determine to what extent have principal-teacher 
relationships changed as a result of revised Illinois state teacher evaluation policies?  
8. Overall, how have teachers responded to changes in the teacher evaluation process? 
9. Describe the relationship status between the teachers and the principal. 
10. Has the implementation of the new teacher evaluation process been effective or not? Why 
or why not?  
The last set of questions will ask you to think about how have restructured teacher 
supervision and evaluation components changed principals’ perceptions of their roles as 
educational leaders? 
11. What challenges have principals faced when implementing student growth as a 
component of the teacher evaluation process? 
12. How have these changes affected the relationship between teachers and principals? 
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Appendix G 
 
Forest District Student Learning Objective (SLO) Template  
 
Adapted from Illinois State Board of Education SLO Template 
  
General Information  
Academic Year:    
Educator Name:    
Course(s)/PLC(s):    
Grade Level(s):    
Interval of 
Instruction:  (Date range by which students will receive instruction)  
  
Timeline  
Initial Approval Date:    
Midpoint Check-In 
Date:  
  
Midpoint Check-In Notes:  
  
Element 1: Learning Goal  
  Team (PLC) Goal  Individual Goal  
Describe your 
individual learning 
goal and your PLC 
learning goals.  
   
Identify the content 
standards 
associated with 
each learning goal. 
Include the text of 
the content 
standards.  
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Describe the 
student population 
for each learning 
goal. 
    
Summarize the 
instructional 
strategies used to 
teach each learning 
goal.  
    
  
Discussion Questions  
• What “big idea” is supported by the learning goal?  
• How does the learning goal support students’ development of critical thinking, problem 
solving, and analytical skills?  
  
Element 2: Assessment  
  Team (PLC) Goal  Individual Goal  
Describe the 
assessment and 
evaluation 
procedures that 
measure students’ 
understanding of 
each learning goal.  
    
Describe how the 
assessment and 
evaluation 
procedures will be 
differentiated to 
meet the needs of 
all students 
described in the 
student population 
(Example: Any 
assessment 
modifications 
outlined in a 
student’s IEP) 
    
  
Discussion Questions  
• How often will you collect data to monitor student progress toward this learning goal?  
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• How will you use this assessment information to monitor student progress and inform 
your instruction?  
 
Element 3: Growth Targets  
  Team (PLC) Goal  Individual Goal  
Identify students’ 
baseline data for 
each learning goal.  
    
Using the students’ 
baseline data, 
identify appropriate 
growth targets for 
your student 
population for each 
learning goal.  
    
  
Discussion Questions  
  Explain how the growth targets demonstrate ambitious, yet realistic targets, for all 
students described in the student population.  
 
Element 4: Outcome 
  Team (PLC) Goal  Individual Goal  
Document the 
number and/or 
percentage of 
students who 
achieved their 
identified growth 
targets for each 
learning goal.  
    
List any students 
that no longer 
qualify for the 
student growth 
target. Provide 
reason why the 
student is excluded 
from results 
(Example: Chronic 
absences, transferred 
out, etc.) 
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Element 5: Teacher Rating 
Required for Evaluator  
  Team (PLC) Goal  Individual Goal  
Explain how the number 
and/or percentage of 
students who met their 
identified growth targets 
translates into an 
appropriate teacher 
rating.  
    
  
Student Growth Score:  
Excellent = 4  
Proficient = 3  
Needs Improvement = 2  
Unsatisfactory = 1  
    
  
Final Student Growth Score =  
(PLC Growth Score + Individual Growth Score)  
                                  2  
  
  
    
Check appropriate 
rating 
Rating Target Percentages 
 Unsatisfactory  
(0.00-1.99) 
Less than 25% of Students Met the Indicated 
Growth Target(s). 
 Needs Improvement  
(2.00-2.74) 
25% - 50% of Students Met the Indicated 
Growth Target(s). 
 Proficient  
(2.75-3.24) 
51% - 75% of Students Met the Indicated 
Growth Target(s). 
 Excellent  
(3.25-4.00) 
76% - 100% of Students Met the Indicated 
Growth Target(s). 
  
Date:  Evaluator Signature:  
Date:    Department Chair Signature:  
Date:  Teacher Signature:  
 
